e, Lo . b SR R A : - ' ®
MY . . S - .
N ° N ° -\-v\.‘ - : + i
. ; WL
4 . ! .

q..‘.a'_ - ’ ¢ . . Lo

R DOCUMENT RESUME . | / R
Ep 258 515, R Lo HE 018 473
‘:I?LE , ‘Methods for Calctilating Salary and Fringe Benefit

iPﬁB TYPE Reports - Descriptive (141)
o - SN | ,
EDRS PRICE - . MF01/PCO3 Plus Postage.

o -Cost Comparisons, 1885-86 to 1994~95. A Revision of -
. ' the Commission's 1977 Methodology for Preparing Its

. | Annual Reports on Faculty and Administrative Salaries
> and Fringe Benefit Costs. ! _ S

California State Postsecondary.Education Commission,

Sacramento, 5 : ' .
85 - ) VA

SSP‘ ' ¢ * .

California Postsecondary Education Commissiog, 1020

Twelfth-Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. ;- .

-

-

-

DESCRIPTORS . Annual Reports; *College Fd%ulty:'*Comparati#e

" ABSTRACT )

N ~Analysis; Evaluation Methods; *Fringe Benefits;
', Higher Education; *State Colleges; Teacher Employment
- Benefits; *Teacher Salaries - ~ o : '
IDENTIFIERS ~ *California; *Peer Institutions; Public Colleges - °

- J M »
‘ . . . -

. ‘A revised methodolégy’ior céiculating aculty salary

. and fringe benefit cost comparisons for California lic higher
‘education for 1985~1986 to 1994-1995 ig discussed. The history of the

California Pdétsecondary Education Commission's salary reports and
the work of its Technical Advisory Committee is also traced. The
following aspects &f the revised methodology are described: number
and timing of 'reports; principle of parity: comparison institutioss:
faculty.to be included and excluded; computation of comparison
institution average salaties and fringe benefit costs; 5-year
compound rate of .saliary and fringe benefit cost growth; all-ranks
average salaries and fringe benefit costs; administrative, medical,

“—gnd community college salaries; supplementary ipformation; and

criteria for selection of comparison institutions. Attention is also
directed to the ways-that each of these aspects are similar/different
for the 1977 methodology and ‘the revised methodology. Also considered
are the following unresolved issues: University of California
comparison institutions, the S5-yearycompound rate of change,
adjustments for turnover and promot?hg:‘and for law faculty, =«
administrative salaries, fringe benefi\s, and supplementary
information., (SW) ’

’ : ) y

'***************‘*************************ﬁ‘*****'R*************?*******_***
o Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

*, from the original document. o *
tEEEEEEEELEESEET RS T YRR LY ARERERARRARA AR AN ARARER R AR AR Aok
v

—

_;. . . . s .
- ‘ /



S R LR e R [ N o

— US DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION —

. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION ‘ B OME
Y THOUATIONAL RESODRY Y INFORMA TN COMATE LA AN BEE A AN TE By }
e PNTYR b 4 ) . e

BT R S A R A R TS R IO I SR RO

i [ ¥
- - e L " R ! v . . L
: s R
$
R e T EED T TRV NPT TION -
ST YRR
‘ TR TR ;
. MinGr Darges Sac et tdie 1 g we bl Doy Ludidind s bt 4
. S
TR GR T att ) o ;;i
: N
. A &
® Pouiig e e £ Ty D P L ; - )
. UGN STatend i thig (oK a PO UM L UUCATIONAY HESOURGED LB
-4

RN B0t A easany npiasens M gl NIE INFORMATION CFNTEWOE NI -

HBONERG r feobie

‘,.x,\,x\‘f..\:. N

86 TO

o . B A ,\ T U O : ' .- . T

N . . R S PN N A g . " - n 3
& R ; X ! | Fi - : ] . RN NS AR Ry

) N
oy - g
N
. .-
- 3 - e
1 %
R B . o L
! — ; ; .
b H ;
. ] ety |
N . R B S O - Sl
- B t! ? . hl 5 .
‘ i siead . - N
i o
- o , AL
. ; N
. : . il

. T
.
p
7t
-

22

-
P
b

'

N '.‘ i o
3es] 1. 1399 {0 . ‘ X T
f ' : § \i i iy 1,

)

!

; L i

QL 1 ST I R A SR dyed.

N ; ' N ! ‘ : i . J 3 N ;or
| - »559%@"#@?&’ e o W A o

Pee- . ’. . X PO ¥ . - S, T TR TR IR\ B R pi <

N ST . g ] ;'ivi Ele%-f AR il

AN B I G0 A 7
% 3

v

b
bty

R URNTRN R

=)
1

STSE_CO}*&DA‘RY -
OMMISSI |

Vel v e et . P S

ERIC . .




- v,

The California Postsecondary Education Commission was
o . created by the Legisiature and the Governor in 1974 as the
. : successor to the Califernia Coordinating Council for Higher .
, . Education in order to coordinate and plan for education in = .
" t California beyond high school. As a state agency, the S
' Comniission is responsible for agsuring that the §tates ’ .
resources for postsecondary education are utilized effectively :
_ : and efficiently; for promoting diversity, innovation, and
. ‘ " responsiveness to. ‘he needs of students and society; and for . X .
: - advising the Legislature and the Governor on statew&de o L
educatzonal policy and fundmg ' o L

The Commgssmn consists of 15 members Nine represent the . T
general public, with three each eppointed by the Speaker of the ' '
. Assembly, the Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The _—
' ather six. represenx the mq;or educatmal systems of the State. - ;

The Commission holds regular publzc meetings thmughau: the .
year at which it takes action:on staff studies and adopts .
positions on legislative proposals affecting postsecondary

‘education. Further information about the Commission, its

" meetings, its staff, and its other publications. may be obtained
-~ from the Comniission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street, . o ' L
'Sacramenta California 95814; telephone (916)445 7933 : o
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) . INTRODUCTION

vt N - . , :
For the .past 20 years, the dgﬁrdinatins ‘Council for Highér Education and
subsequently the California Postsécondary Education Commission have submitted
annual reports to the Governgr and the Legislature concerning faculty salaries’
and fringe benefit costs at the University of Califofnia and the°-California
State University. Since 1977, the Commission has™~used the methodology

described in Appendix A ss the basis for these reports..

Questions about that methodology arose, however, from the verﬁiy §§§°f its

- implementation and have g:‘wn over the years sincé then. As a rebu the .
- Commission asked University, the State Qniversity, ‘the Legillative

Analyst, and the State Department of Finance to appoint representstives to a
Technical Advisory Committee to review those procedures and agree on changes

in them. These rep:e:en:atives were:

N . - ‘A
L] . -
. L]

*

'Stgte'nqp;rthént of Finance _ - - o . -

Robert L. Harris, Program Budget Manager

Carl Rogers, Principal Program Budgét Analyst
Stanley L. Lens, Principal Program Budget An:lyst
Judy Day, S:aff Setvices MaRager .

Office J& the ng;slative Apalyst _ | Yol

Harold E. Geiogﬁe, Principal Program Analyst .
. Stuart 'Marshall, Program Analyst - o o
Sue Bu:r, Prog:an Analynt X

1 . 4

. Universxty of California ' to.

Leon Mivhew, Actisng Astistant Vice President
~Clive Condren, Director of Educational Relations
Jo Ann/Rclley, Principal Administrative Analyst

" The Calzfornxs State University

-

Cnesar Naplei Vice Chancellor, Faculty. and Staff Relatiops

. John M. Smart, Deputy Provost

William Lahey, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Faculty and Staff Relations
! Thierry Koenig, Personnel Analyst,. Faculty and Staff Relations

\

This document results from their assistance and cooperaticn, and the Commis~
sion wishes ta thank them for their efforts on its behalf. ‘

Chapter One of the document traces .the istory of the Commission's ialaty
reports and describes the work of the Techhical Advisory Committee.

Chapter Two then outlines the new methods, wh;ch the Comnittee has agreed to
follow through '1994-~85.

A\J
. .



will publish a second edition of this report, summarizing all t.he methods

Y ‘ ' v
/ . i .

.

C.hapt.er 'I'hree discusses how these new methods relate to Qnd- differ from
those adopted’'in 1977. - .

e !

Nd Chapter Four identifies six unresolved issues to be considered by the
Committee at a. later date. Once these issues are resolved, the Commission

£

that it will use in its :alary reports over the next deccde.
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| | ONE - .
P . ~* ORIGINS OF THE REVISED METHODS |

The impetus for the annual reports of the California Postsecondary. Education
Commission on faculty salaries and the costs of fringe benefits stemmed from
- House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraordinary Sessxen), which requested the
Legislstlve Anslytt..
A X s:udy the subject of sslaries and the general ‘economic welfire,
; including fringe benefits, of 7faculty, meabers of the California
s £ - institutions of higher education, and ways and means of improving g
such salaries and benefits in.order that such Californis institu=- ‘ i
- tions of: higher education may be able to compete for the talent B
nece;sa:y tolpgcvide the h;ghest quality of education....
Pursmt to t.hat :eaolnt.ion, the Analyst recommended that the p:ocess of
-reporting fscnlty compensation datas be formalized, and in Senate Concurrent
Resolutinn.SI (1965 Gene:sl Sesaian) ‘the Legislature requized the Coordinat-
Council on Higher- Educat.ion ~= the predecessor of the Co-ission -= to
"submit annually to the Governor and the Legislature not later than December
1 a faculty salary and welfate benefits report"' that contained the basic
information recommended in the Legislative Analyst's report. (These reaolu—
tions and the I.egulat.ive Ancly:t: $ report are repredxfced i.n Appandix B. Y

P

-
—

CHANGES IN METHODOLOGY AND COMPARISON : : . :‘f?
INSTITUTIONS THRQUGH 1877 | s
! . *
As <f the 1966-67 budget cycle, the University of California used five
institutions =-- Columbia, Harvard, Prianceton, the University of Michigan, )
and Yale -~ to compare itself agsinst for salary purposes and these five, . - P
v were used again for 1966-67. Although the' then California State Colleges . _—
, had no list formally recognized by the Coardina:ing Council, the State * -
Personnel Board and they had used a numbér of iAstitutions since at least - g
1855 to establish salary parity. For the same year, a formal list of insti-
' " tutions for-the State Colleges was establxshed for the first time, and it

included ten caapulesﬁ‘f . o ‘ ‘ _—
v - Bowling Green: State Unzvers:.t.y L Pomona College
“Brooklyn College = - ' Purdue University . :
: Carleton College T : Rutgers State University . (
Colorado State University Southern Illinois University
v Occidental College ' i Wesleyan University

Over the next seversl yeérs, many objections to these lists were expressed,
and those objections resulted in frequent changes, 'as Appendix C indicates.
In 1967-68, the University's list was expanded to include Cornell, the

e DR T K
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. University of Illinois, and the University of Wisconsin-Madison; and the
- next year, Princeton and Columbia were dropped in favor of Stanford and the
. State University of New York at Buffalo. That list was nsintaxned for two -
years and then changed again for 1970-71 and 1971-72 to add.all of the
- universities in the "Big Ten" as well ss a few others. In 1972-73, it was
changed ‘back to the 1968-69 list, and has remained unchnnged since.

The State University 1ist has undcrgone far more frequent changes, pripcipally’
!¢, because of the difficulty of finding any group of institutions whigh matched
the mission and functiom of “that segment, Nevertheless, while 'the list was
" changed almost annually between 1566-67 and 1973-74, the final change has
remained in effect up to the prescnt ‘and contsins the followiag list of 20:

Bowixng Green State‘Univerxity Syracuse University = - &
-Illinois State University . University of Colorado at Boulder lﬁéﬁg;
Indiana State University University of Hawaii
- Iowa State Univegsity - : - " University of Nevada-Reno
Miami Universityg{Phio) . - . University of Oregon
- Northern Illinois niversity University of Southern Cnlifernza
- Portland e Unive:tity - University of Wiisconsin-Milwsukee
Southern Iliinois Upiversity ' . 'Virginia Polytechuic Institute
. -State University of New York and State University L
. at Albany A  Wayme State Hniversity . e
State University of New York ‘Western Michfgaln University e
College at Buffalo N . . \Qég

For all the years between 1965 and 1977, there was a coasxderabl ‘amount of
experimentation with both the wmethodology used to compute salary parity
percentages and the criteria. for the selection of comparison xnstisutions.- '
Some changes dealt with the method of treating fringe henefits, ‘others with
adjustments designed to account for repid changes in the rate of inflatiom, -
still others with the concept of "Total Compensation.”

LY

REACTION TO THE 1977 REVISION

On June 13, 1977, the Commission adopted the methodology reproduced in .
Appendix A which has remained in force for the past eight years. The 1877 °

. document, however, did not end the debate over the conteats of the salary
report, since s complete consensus was not achieved among all interested
parties (the University, the State University, the Department of Fimance,
the Legislative Analyst, and the Commission). No sooner had the 1977 document
been adopted than'the State University announced that it would no longer
recognize the comparison apprcach in its annual salary requests to the
Governor aad the Legislature, but would adopt an analytical procedure based
on changes in the cost of livifnig and the previous erosion in faculty '"real

-~ income." In 1981, the University of Califotqia followed the same approach,
at least in part, by including real income losses as 4 major comnsideration
in .its request for a cost-of-living adjustment. Both segments continued to
submit comparison data to the Commission throughout this period (the State
University, however, no longer supplied the supplementary data required by

-’ the uethodology) but it yps quar that they regarded the comparisons as

Q ) . b= 12

-




I having little effective weight in their own efforts to incresse faculty 5

. salaries. While the Commissioh included datd on econemic conditions during * = .
this period.. it cent.im:ed to eaphuize t.he canpn:ison institution Appmch S

LA &, nhry sett;ng -

‘ ) . . ' -
e . The nla:y :eports hve alse heen expanded since 1977 to m\:lnde sectiam on N o
- -edical faculty salaries (since, 1928), gdministrativeé nlanes (since 1981), - .- ~
-« " . and Community College faculty salaries-(since 1979),.all cause of recom~ . .
e sendations by .the Legislative Annlyst.. None of these addi ions was :cfleet.ed o
. in the 1977 aet.hedqlogy. Lo _\_ . ' . N
s . !

enghm(t t.he late 1970s md early 1980s, the St.at.e Upiveuity s dia;at.ufac-
tion with t.hex: list of comparison in:tit.ut.ionq_ increased, snd this led to a2
= formal request -bw: ﬂut segment to reopen delibe ations on the -ethodol.ogy -
~ itself, pn:t.i.culs:ly as it related to the comparison group. Accordingly, . y
the - C ssion agreed to reconv&e the Technical Advisory Committee mentioned . - ~ -
in the Tntroduction. The first meeting of ghis Committee was held. -at the : -
- Commission's offices on September 13, 1984. Subsequent meetings were held
m on NoVember 9, 19§4, and January 7. and January 25, 1985. In addition to the
w;' “  members lipt.ed in the introduction, this Committee included representatives "
- of the Commission staff; William D, Whiteneck, Consultant to the Senate R
/’ . ‘.Education Committee; and Dan Wall, Consultant to the Senate Finaace Committee. B
- |~ Several other interested parties also attended some of the -eet.ings, including
. .~ Bill CQst President of the Californisa Faculty Association; Dennis Flatt of
L e Winner,'Wagner, and Associates (represénting the University of C&Ixfomia
faéultY) ; and Pat Kill Hubbard of the Aneri.c:n Elec::oni.c Auoeiat.io&. '

©

'I'he Committee's deliberatiens began with the State Umve.rlit.y S concern over - S

. its group of comparison” institutions, approximately half of which wete
 logated in’a uniquely depressed region of the country -- the upper midwest ~-' -
"where faculty salaries had been held below nationsl levels.. As work proceeded, . -
several alternative. lists of igstit.utions were examined until agreement wvas -

oreached on the list of 2Q§presénted in this report. That agreement depended B

on data from the American Association of University Professors, the American :

: Council on Education, the National Center for Education Statistics, and the .

o National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, as well

. : as the cooperation‘of the institutions ptoposed to bé included on the list., :

"’t

. The Advisory Committee, however, did not consider only the State University's
*concerns. The Univerut.y of California suggested new data collection pro~-
cedures that would enabla s single annual report to be published instead of =~
the two presently conpiled and transmitted each year. The University argued
that there was no real 'need for an annual medical facult.y salary report, and
the Coamittee agreed to a biennial submission instead. Finally, the Unjver-
sity raised a concern with its own Iist of comparison in:txtutions, and that
. issue will be discussed at fut.u.re Reetings of the Cm;tt‘.ee in 1985. )

The . Legulative Anslyst raued questmns about t.he University's practice of.

. granting equal: weight. to esch of its comparatorssand the use of the State

. University's suffing patte 0 determine all-ranks averages. The Analg

© . also raised. important ques ons about the continued use of the five-ye

. compound rate of change in comparison institution salaries, and that issue .
will also be considered later this year. o o \

(I ° : '
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The Department of Finapnce expressed its reservations over the existing -
nethodclogy of ahe September meeting, and its concern for the State Univer-
* sity's continuing dilesms over its ccapcrilon grnup led to the creation of a e
~more represestative list. ) . o . _ . . ’/

.. The major inues resolved by the Technicsl Advi:ory Co-ittee t.hus included
(1) the gumber and timing of the Commission's salary reports; (2) the criteris
for the selection of Californis State University comparison institutions;
(3) the list.of California State University compsrison institutions; and (4}
the appropriate use of staffing pntterns in eo-puting all-ranks ;versges for -
the California State Unitertit.y. | . o e

. » .
Several ot.her issues, howeve‘r, have oot yet been resolved to the ntisfnctidn
- %of all the principals who participated in the deliberations of the Committee,
including the list of Univq:sit.y of California comparison inst.itutionl, and
. . the use of a five-year moving average to project rank-by-rank aversges into . R
.» - " the budget year. These issues have been postponed for further discussion - S
over the next six:to ten mnths, as Chapter Four below notes. Bacsuse C
faculty salaries involve hundreds of millions of dollars in ansual State S
- eypenditures, and because the quality of any academic institution is usuany i
s func%ian of the quality of its faculty, it is not surprising that the » . =
principsis have stromg opinions. on these subjects. Nonetheless, the Commis~
"' sion believes 1t, based on the cooperstion’ demcnstrated thus far by the
nenbeu of the Cémmittee, these issues will be resolved to the satisfaction .
*sof all the principals snd permit the same long-term implementation as the - -
methods agreed o thus far and outlined in the next chapter. N _ o A

. 3 e . : . .. cot
. .
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~ ~ THE REVISED METHODOLOGY -~ Lo

Q"i'he fonnving procedu:n will be mploycd by the California Past:econdary e

ation Commission to develop its annual report on faculty salaries aad
, fr!nge benefit costs in Californis public higher educstion £or t.he ten—yca: S
pe;xpd of 1985-86 to I?Q&-SS, unless nct«! othetwise. : , _ Coo

P

¢ i . . . . e«

.or

Qpe :cpo’rt. will be prepared by the Commission each year. That report will
.contain curreant-yesr data from both the University of Califormia's and the
California State -Umiversity's comparison institutions, such data to be =
‘submitted by ths segments to the Commission, the Department of Finsunce, and .«

-~ the Legislative Analyst not later than November 15 each year. The Commission's.
' report will be submitted to the Department of Finance md the Joint &egj.lla- ‘, L
tive Budget Commsiittee not lster thsn Jaguary 1. - . , T

2. P@LEQPPARI‘I‘Y - L

The report will indicate needed percentage incresses (or decreases) for the
forthcoming fiscal year in sslaries and fringe benefit costs for University -
of Cilifornia and California State Univeni.ty faculty to achieve and maintain
parity with comparison institution faculty at the ranks of professor, zssociate
professor, sssistant professor, and (at the State University iny) inastructor.
Parity is defided as the mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institutions
as' s whole at €ach ra.nk A separate list of comparison institutions will be
used by each of the four-yesar California segments. of higher edncatikon. The

- report. will separate calculations and displays of data related to percentage
increases required for nlnry parity from those related to fringe benefit.
cost parit.y

3. COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS | . B

University of California

Comparison institutions for t.he Univenity of California with independent
institutions ;stensked will be the following: '




S .;J‘ -

vy

N
Cornell University* University of Illinois t}rhm Campus . .. .
Harvard ‘University* . " University of Michigan - Agn Arbor, .
Stanford University® N\, Udiversity of Wisconsin mdxson ~/ "
State University of New Yetk . Yale University* , .

at Buffalo " ' : = .

\ . ' . O |
The University's list of camparison ixn;tunon\s remains Zn open item before SR
. the Technical Advisory Committee du 1985 and may be :ecomended for o

“»
.,

chnnze for 1986-87 and subuqnent. buddet yean. . § ‘ 
. . A ] . ‘ * . . N v
T ~ Pg
California State Universfty o e ' /
Co-patian institutioans for the California State University, with m%epen:dent e '“
institutions astexisked, wi.ll be the following for the years 1985-86 t.h:ough St
1994-95: : . r S ST
Rorf.hent o . | - Nort;hgentrnl S
University of Bri.dgepo:t* _ DePsul University® =~ . %\
Boston University® “ Wayne State University CL
Rutgers the State Univenit.y of New . ‘Oﬁankato State University < . R
Jersey (Newark Campus) - Cleveland State Univérsity : R
State University of New York at Alhany Unive:sit.y of Wiscenain-vuxlmukee
Bucknell lkuvers,ity* 3 AR ‘ L
~" ° ' : A . ‘
: | South . SR West: '
. University of Miami (Florida)* Arizona State university
] Georgia State University _ University of Southern California¥ o
North Larolina State University * VYniversity of Coloradc at Deaver
. Vigginia Polytechnic Institute o . Lewis sad Clark Cqllege¥® ' .
", . and State University gl‘rersity of Nevad =Redo
’f B L S : : versity of Texas at Arlingten
-, . / ) ~
ey L I , . ‘ ~ . . y
. 4. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED . . ' P
. s’ , N * . o
University of California ‘
. /,
Faculty to be included in éxe conparisons are those at (‘.he ranks of ptofeuor, '
associate professor, and assistant professor (the University does not use
_the rank of instructor) employed on nine- and eleven-ménth (p:orated) appoint-
ments, with the exception of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer
sessions, extension programs, and laboratory’ schcols, to the extent that
these faculty are covered by salary. scales or'schedules other than those of
the regularqﬁaqxlty Faculty on the special salary schedules for engineering,
computer scfsnce, and business administration w:.ll be included with the N .
regular facult.y.
Faculty members to be included are those assigned to instruction (regardless ‘.
of their anignnen:.: fot research and other ,Universit.y purpones) department '
-~ . o~
. . ‘ -8~ '
, EMC . ) o , ' A
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chairnen (if not on an Ad-inist.rst.ive nlnry schedule), and. faculty on
~ . nl.aried sabhat:.nl’}enve.

The number of Uni.ve‘nity facult.y will be repo:ted on a fuli-tine-eq_uivalent
“basis. . . L :

; . .
§ X “ e 4

. " ) ‘ > ‘ ' L ’ . . . :
- Canfoya State Universtty e I S | AT
/! F;culty to be included in the conpsti@ona are those with fuli-t.i.ne sppoint- ‘
o " ments at the rsnkﬂ of pmfenor; associate professor, assistant profeisor, -
4w~ ) and instructor; ‘employed on nina-' and eleven-month (prorated) appointments,

N . départment chairmemy and facilty on salaried sabbatical or special leave.

- Faculty teaching seaim: sessigns o:.extemim wi.ll be excluded. |

‘e

ands apptnpriated fer “outsun%&ls ptefeno: awardn" will be includad in

‘the Sun University's :ve:age\nlar.ien. R B o ,
{ . _ .
( . The nuuber of State 'Qniversit.y. ang caparison institution faeult.y will be N
e . :eported on a headcount basis. _ L :
S ~y, o - - | ‘ ) N \ - ..
o . * . P - -

.~

© - 5, COHPUTATION OF COMPARISON: I.NSTITU‘I‘IGN . XN oot
- AVERAGE SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFI‘I" COSTS - S
s v
As indicated belov, t.he Uni%rsit.y md t;he State Universit.y use different -
" methods to campute sverage salaries in their respectxve groups of comparison . .
' institutions. The Commission wﬂ.l provi.de s deuiled explmtion for. these )
o : éxfferenees in its annnal :eport.a - '

t

Unive.rsity of California

. . /
¥

'i

, the average salary at each rank will. '
tian -The average salary at each

.For ,the University's co-patison gro

be ehuined for each co-pmgison insty

rank for the comparison group as a who A3 then be calmlsted by adding .

- the average salaries at the gight comparis titiutions “and dividing by

\- eight. The same procedur® will be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits.
(The use of equal weights for University of Califaornia comparison institu~
tions is an unresolved issue to -be discussed by the Ter:hnicsl Advisory

, Committee during 1985.) - _ « ‘

sCalifornia State University . - - SR
For the State Univer:itff s conp;x?fitmtnp the total acﬁ@l s‘nlary dollars
paid at each rank for the group as s whole will be divided by the number’ of

faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to derive the ‘sverage salary.
for each rank. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in the-

el
- ‘17’ '
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6. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY
AND FRINGE BENEFIT COST GROWTH

L4

< In order to co-pute the estiuated salpric: and benefit COItI to be paid by
« +  — -« the comparison institutions in the budget year, a five~year compound rate of
change in salaries and the cost of fringe benefits will be computed using
actusl salary and benefit data £ot the current’ yenr and the fift.h preceding
year. . . )

! Each segment will.coqpute the average selary and fringe,bencfit cost to the
employex by rank for, their respective comparison groups. as specified in.

. Section 5 sbove. '‘Each will then .calculate the annusl compound rate of

' growth at ¢agh rank between the current year and the year five years previous ,
to the current year. These rates of change will then be used to project '
average salaries and costs of fringe bmfiu for that ragk forward one yeat
to the bud;nt<ya:r. ,

(Thc use of & five-ycar co-;ound‘aver:ge is one of the unreszlved issues to
be discussed by the Technicsl Advisory Committee during 1985. The Legisla-

tive Analyst has suggested that a shorter period of between two and four

years be used or that the more recent years be saecorded a.greater ﬂ‘ight

than the esrlier years. Consequently, the five-year con@ounded average will
apply only to 1985-86 budﬁet cycle )

-

7. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARIES AND ) FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

’ .All-ranks nvcrage snlarxe: and fringe benefit costs will be calculated for
o each segment and for each .respective comparison group in both ‘the current
o and budget years by using the following procedures.
¥ . . : .

University of Canfornia .
, Fo: the University, both itn and the comparison institutions' rank aversages
will be weighted by the Univertity s projected staffing pattern for the
budget year. The sll-ranks averages produced thereby will be compared and
percentage differentials computed for both the current and budget years.
- The percentage differential hetween the University's current’ year sll-ranks
" average and the comparison group's projected budget year all-ranks average
will constitute the percentage amount by which University salaries will have
to be increased (or decreased) to achievé parity with the comparison group
.o in the budget year. The same proce&yres will be followed with respect to .,
' the cost of fringe benefits. " .

. Califprm‘a State University

For the State'Univerftty, both its and the conparison group's current year .
staffing patterns will be employed. The rank-by~rank averages will be -

ERIC o 18



_the coupstis?s:oup s staffing pattern) will be added together and divided

separately weighted by the respective staffing patterns for both the current.

and budget years so that two sets of all-ranks averages will be derived.
The two all-nggks averages for the State University in the current ‘year (the
first weighted by the State University staffing pattérn and the second by -

by two to produce ‘the mean. S Jarly, the current~ and budget-year :verages ~ L
for the comparison institutions will be added and divided by two to produce -
mean all-ranks averages for both the current and budget yesrs. The mean o
State University current~year all-ranks average will thesn be compared to the
mean current~ and budget-year eo.parison-instituticn all-ranks aver&ses to
produce both & current- aand budget-year parity percentage. The percentage -
differential between the St.at.e University's current-year all-ranks average

and the comparison group's projected budget-year all-ranks average will
constitute the "Gross Percentage Amount" by which State University salaries .
will need to be increased or decressed to achieve parity with the conparisen
group in the ‘budget year. - . , . e

The "Gross Percentage Amouvat" will be reduced by two adjut-ents.

-

e First, two-tenths of one petcent (ONercent) will be deducted to accoun,t;
for the ef.fect of t.u:nove: and prmtions in th;e budget yea:,

® .Second, an additioml e:.ght.-tent.hn of one percent (D 8 percent) win be
deducted to account for the effect of higher paid. hw-lchool faculty in
ten of the State University's comparison i.nstit.ut.iona. lw .

(These several adjustments are estimptes to be uséd only for the 1985-86

budget year. During 1985, a survey will be conducted by the State University

to determine the accuracy of these. adjustments for future years. Commission

staff will review the State Universit.y s findings in both of these n:qas‘ )

The fomt.s for these calculations are shown in Displays 1 md 2 ‘on the
following two pages. :

s

8. ADMINISTRATIVE, MEDICAL, AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE SALARIES L

In its annusl faculty salary report, the Commission will include data on the
salaries paid to administrators at the University, the State University, and

their respective comparispn igstitutions. The State University will use the
samé group of domparison institutions as for its faculty survey. For 1985-86 = _
only, the University of California will use the same list vf comparison
institutions and administrative position descriptions.gss wiers used for the
1983-84 budget cycle. Both the comparison group and the positions to be
surveyed for future years remain unresolved at this time ‘ﬁnd wiu be consid-
ered by the Advisory Committee durini 1985. T :

Administrative Salaries . : : . \\ o

}

i P - -
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' University 'of California Actual
Comparison Institution Salaries
to Each Comparison Institution)

(Equal Weight

and Projected

L ) . )
| . . "~ Comparison .
e ¢ - Unweighted - Compound Group o
LW -  __Average Salaries Rate'of .  Projected . &
Academic Rank 1979-80 1984-85 Increase jSalaries - R
" Proféssor . §om,mnn $wm === - ———y §om amm ;
Associate Professor - m—— oy - L maemm— ey
Assistant Professor -y m—— - b - - | mm g

.

Percentage -Increase in University aftsaufornka
1984-85 All-Ranks Average Salary Required to

Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1985-86
| . _ " - | | Percentage
uw Comparison - Increase
Average ____ Group Salaries .« Required - - .
. Salaries 1984-85 - 1985-86 = __ in UC Salaries SR
Academic Rank 1984-85  (Actual (Projected) 1984-85 1985-86 o
"Préfeiiot | | 3;-”:.; s;;,--; Gy T TR ST S ‘?
Associate Professor | .«=, ===, - , =TT e mme e ee-
Assistant Professor - ——- - ROPL I -, m-— - -
All-Ranks Averages . - e R -, - -
Net Parity Salary )
' and Percentages $§ --- == '
. .
e '
Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor Total
University of Califormia
Projected Budget-Year
. Staffing Pattern -y=— -y— -y=-- -
(20 .
' : ks
0 1g m12-
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DISPLAY 2' California State University Actual and Projected
S - Comparisopn Institution Salaries (Weighted by Total
Faculty at Fach Rank) " '

' .. , _ Comparison . ” r 
s waeighted Compound Group L

e | ' | ' Average Salaries Rate of Projected
_ o Academic Rank = =~ 1878-86 =  1984-85 Increase _Salaries
» 4‘7. Pr.ofe‘.OF N | ‘7’--- i ‘$--’--‘ ‘ -----x "-’-Q- ’ . ‘
- Associate Professor = == ee- - - e ee= oo oo :
Assistant meﬁ“ﬂr - - - oo - - --’--:
x“mc“: “.-'--- o -"--- - _ .o --’--- o
) . Percentage Inérease in California State University 3
1984-85 All-Ranks Average Salary Required to .
Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1985-86 | :
; | | B S . : ’P,ercentag‘e' ‘
- ) csU Comparison = . Increase - ~
;o S Average Group Salaries ~ Required
. Salaries 1984-85 . 1985-86 in CSU Salaries
Academic Rank 1984-85 (Actual) ‘{Projected) - o
Prqféssor - ’ ‘S——,--- §ow o= $-i,--- T S e ]
Associate Professor | - - - e, - | e eew - m—-
Assistant Professor e, mea  e= g == yom e em= ew eee
Instructor ) e —— - — - = vmm | e=, ee-
-All Ranks Averages:
Weightedfily CSU . .
Staffing Pattern  §==,==5  $==,o-=  §e-,emssmleesf o-e-f
Weighted by Compar- _ ‘ \
~ ison Institution = : o .
Staffing Pattern = §e=,~3=  $==,=== | §em,me= - emlemef ooiemcf
Mean All-Ranks : o -
Average and GPA* CE R §om - . st’-;. R SRRy TP L L 4
Adjustments o '
Turnover and ,
Promotions ‘ | , -§ - | 0.200
Effect of Law o | : |
- School Faculty _ \ -§ - 0.800°
. Net Parity Salary :
and Percentage ' 8 T =%
, .
Associate Assistant . -
Professor Professor Professor Instructor Total
Staffing Patterns ,oo"
State University =~ ~,=== -y =ymee -—— - -
"~ Comparison Group -y -ym-- N -——- ==
* *gro:s‘percentage amount.




Medical Faculty Salaries @ ’

The Commission will include data on comparative salaries and compensation
plans for the University of Californis and a select group of comparison
institutions on a biennisl basis commencing with the 1885-86 academic year.
Comparison institutions to be surveyed will be Stanford University, the

the University of Nortk Carolina, the University of Texss at Houston, the

. University of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Disciplines to be surveyed
will be internsl mediciné, pediatrics, and surgery, which, taken together, .

will be considered representative of the medical profession as s vhole.

= . A‘ . t

Cc:mmunity Cauege Faculty Saiaries o

" In iu anmial report on faculty salarie:, the Conigsion thnll include such

comments as it considers appropriate to satisfy the recommendstion of the
Legislative Apalyst contained in the Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80.

Comments shall be directed to, but need not be limited by, the contents of -

the Annual Report on St.&ffgg mﬂ Salaries of the Conunity Colleges’ Chan~_

cellor s Office. .
B

9. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATIQN

Y

Swplenenury mfomtion rmins an unresolved issue. The categories of
data to be supplied by the segments and the years to be included in historical
series will be discussed by the Techaical Advisory Committee in 1985. °

-

10. CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION OF CDM?ARISQN INSTITUTIONS

-
- < -

University of California

The following four criteria will be used to select comparison institutions
for the University: P

1. Each institution should be an eminent major university offering a broad
spectrum of undergrsduate, graduste (Master's and Ph.D.), and professional
instruction, and with a faculty respomsible for research as well ‘as

 teaching. -

£

2. Each institution should be one with which the University is in significant
and continuing competition in the recruitment and retention of faculty.

3. Each institution should be one from which it is possible: to collect
. salary and benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and regular basis.
(Not all institutions are willing to provide their salary and benefit
cost dats, especially in the detail required for comparison purposes.)

22
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 University of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the University of Michigan,




4. The comparison group should be canposed of both puhlic and prxvate
institutions.
}

-  In selecting these institutions, stability over time i.n the composition of
the compsarison group is important to enable the developnent. of faculty .
_salary market perspective, time~series analysis, and the tontacts pecessary
for gathering required data. B | oo

_ Califnrnia State University

*®

The following five crit.e:ia will de used :o select cmpariaon institutions
for the Califo:nia State Univernty ' : ‘ .

AAAAA

1. General Comparability of of Inttitntionr Cmparison inatit.nt.ions should
- reflect the mission,- funct.iom, purposes, objectives, and institutiomal
" diversity of the Californis State University system. Faculty expectations

at the comparison institutions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload, and
professional responsibilities, should be relatively similar to those
prevailing at the California State University. To those ends,.State
University conp;rim ‘institutions should include those that offer a .
wide variety of programs at both the underg:aduat.e and .graduste levels
but that grant very few if any doctoral degrees. Specifically, ‘the 20
institutions that awarded the largest number of doctoral degree: during
the 'ten-year period between 1873-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded. The
list should include both large and small, and urban and rural institutions
froa each of the four major regions of the country (Northeast, North
Central South, and West). Approximately one-fourth to one~third ‘of the
mstitutions on the list should be private or indepséndent colleges .and
universities, and none of these i.nsti;ut.ions should be st.affed predomi~
mntly with religions faculty. ‘

2. Economicg Congaubility of Institution:l Location* The conp;:i.son group, £
taken as a whole, should reflect a genersl comparability in living costs
and economic welfare to conditions prevailing in California. Consequently,
institutions located in very high cost areas, such as New York City, or
in severely economically depressed'areas, such as portions of the deep .
South, should -mot be included on the list. In order to ensure a cont:.n-

. uing economic comparability between California .and those regions in
which comparison institutions are located, the Commission will periodi-
cally review such economic indicatods as it considers appropriate and
include the results of its surveys in its annual report on faculty
salaries and frzn*ﬁ benefit co-ts.

1

3. Availability of Data Each institution should be one from which it is
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary,
“and regular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to ptovide their
salary and benefit cost data, especially in the detail required for

comparison purposes.) -

. 4. Fringe Benefits: The comparison institutions should provide fringe ﬁ
benefits, including a retirement program that vests in the faculty
‘member within five years. This criterion will be reviewed further by ;,"3
 the Technical Advisory Connitt.ee (see Chapter Four).

-
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5. Universigg of Califomia Caupg:ison Institut.icnn. The comparison group
‘developed for the California State University should nét include any
xnstit.ution used by the Univern.ty of Californis for-its comparison ¥
group. , . A o o M

. _
£ r ’ ‘
: ) 2 )
- s L - ] .
4 J . .
« s' [} .
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. THREE

¥

COMMENTS ON- THE REVISED METHODOLOGY" *

The revised methodology contains a sybstantial number of changes from the ~
1977 version. This chapter discusses each of the sections. of Chapter Two
' and- explains the rationale for any change sinqe 1977. ° In additiom, it
concludes hyﬁlutxng those seet.ion: e}.ininat.ea from the 1977 nethoddlogy.

1. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS .

The previocus methodology called for twe "reports, one to be prepared in
Decekber to assist the Department of Finance in its development of the ,
Governor's Budget, and the second in April to provide information for legis=~
-lative hearings on the subject. The first was based on prior-year data
projected forward two years to the budget year; the second on currenteyear -
datz p:ojected fomrd only one year. : - : a

Only one report will be prepared in the fut:u:e, since both the Univers:.ty
and the State University indicate that they will be able to obtain current-
- year dats at an earlier time -~ November 15 -- than ‘before. Assuming datas
- from all comparison institutions are available, this change should provide
more timely information and reduce workloads at the aepental offices and
the Commission.

Fos

2. PRINCIPLE OF PARITY ~ ' = . .

The section remains essentially nnchanged;

B

3. COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS . R

At present., the University of California's conparison insti.tutions remain -
unchanged. Further discussion in the Advisory Committee may produce changes
in that list which will beteffective with the 1986-87 budget cycle. .-

The California State University's comparison list has undergone substantial

change as a result of the Committee's deliberations. Of the previous 20

. institutions, only six remain on the new list. The: rationalé for the changes.
is discussed below in Section 10 on "Criteria for the Selection of Comparison
Institutions.

i
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4. FACULTY TO BENNCLUDED AI%D EXCLUDED ’ . o
‘.. . R -\-‘ - ‘_" . ' . ] ] * . : ‘-,) ¢ { ‘. .

Some largely technical changes have been made ip this section., For the. -, ©

. University, the rank %f instructor has been eliminated since it is no longer T e

used, and law and climical faculty have been specifically excluded (probably =
.an oversight previously). 'Also added for the purpose of making official & .-
practice that has been in effect for several yesrs is the provision thpt .the? =
_ University's staffing pattern will be based”on full-time-equivaleat faculty. =

) - - . .~ : Q. , e

For the State University, the language ‘has been streamlised and made to
conform to its missjon. Previously, the language for both'of the senior
segments was ‘identical, which led to inconsistencies with regdizrd to such
terms as “irregular ranks” and "clinical fsculty'™ that do not apply.to the
State University's operstions. The new language alsgo notes that the.State
University's staffing pattern is .based  on heéadcount faculty agd not full-
time equivaleat faculty. /.  « : ’ Lo :

_.‘() L A - B ¥

* . ) -

5. COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES ,, . '~ - = . .~ =
AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS & o “o. T
This sect.icn, -while reworded, remsins essentially unchanged in neuéxi_ng.

6. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY . .
AND FRINGE BENEFIT COST GROWTH T

At s
Al

Previously, this section discussed different methods of computing the five-

year rate of change in salary growth in the codmparison institutions “for the
preliminary and final reports. The new language requires the 'same technique Lo
as was used previously for the figal report. : ' ek

7. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARIES AND S o
'FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS ; | : o

In this section, there is no change for the University of California.

There is a4 major change in the method of computing the State University's
‘all-ranks average. Previously, the rank-by-rark averages for both the State
University and its comparison group were weighted by the State ‘University's
current-year staffing patters.. In the revised methodelogy, two all=ranks
averages are computed, one using the State University's staffing pattern and
the other using the comparison institutions' staffing pattern. The sll-ranks
aversge used for ‘the computation of the parity pergentage is the mean of the ..
two, a technique that eliminates the previous bias created by the fact that 5

~
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the ‘State Univcr:i.t.y En far. -ore faculty in t.he upper ranks than doei hb.e I
_ comparison group as & whole. "On the other hand, it does not institute:a :'_
+ - bias in favor of the comparison institutions' st.affing pattern but draws a

Wt S line esactly halfway between the two. For 1985-86, the net effect ig to -

f _ reduce. the Su&e Univtmt.y & nlnry requi:mu by gpproximt.ely b,.’;

e ) ’ percent. . e . ,, PRl ° .-
7 Two othet adjusmenu are p:cposed in t.he new -ethodolcgy. .“-~-7_.t \\ .

S
d

e Fiﬂt, in the 1977 synta, a dcdnct.ion of 0.1 pe:cen: ‘WAS . t.akcn fton t.he TN
o State University's parity percentage to accoiint for the effect of t.umover DN
. ' and promotions. !This was done because salayy requirements are reduced . .
: when a full professor retires and is replaced by a -faculty msember at a )
o ' lower rank and reduted salary. ~Since 1977, this amount was temporarily
_ © . .increased to 0.5 percent, and .reduced to the current level . of 0.2
e - percent. That last amount will’be maintsined for ‘bhe 1985-86 year andx‘\
fis D W ¢ . then possibly adjusted following a esurvey of ‘actual facnlt.y nommt
e S bctv«n zh- r:nks or. ont. of t.he rdnks through deaths or retirmp.t.z. % t,b: "

. ,f[', f‘{" v, \:\\; ";".
. 'The ot.he: adjnstunt. concerns lw school facnlty. At pr@gm:, eighg. ofo
~ the State University's compsrison institutions msintain law schools, ‘and..
. .. | the number of law faculty in those universitiés represents 1.1 percent. o£ “
T the total faculty in the group as s whole. The salaries paid to these 2
I _ faculty are included in the coaparison group' s averages, :enﬁ to raise
. their average salaries, and thereby increase pnrity requinmtsf,‘ ;
+  current effect is small, but in the new group, 2.9 ‘percent of the faculty .
.. 4&re law p:ofeucu, and Coniug.on staff his .estimated that this has the .
" effect of inc:euins parity requirements in the State University by 0.8
percent, based on s nusber of assumsptions about the pay tecaivgd “by the
law faculty in question. For the 1985-86 year, the parity percentage ',"
will therefore be reduceéd by O. e‘perce.nt. pending a comprebedsive snrvegn
of comparison institutign law faculty. Ohce that survey is mle:ed s *g
later in 1985, a more permanent adjustment will be included in ;Rg\gk:hd&\-
ology. Alterngtively, it may be possible to exclude law faculty. Fida-the
calculations ant.irely, thereby obviating the need for say :djustdent. -

. ’ The machanics of deri.ving -parity ‘percentages for both the Unxversit.y af
) .California and the California State University are detailed in Displa?s S
) gnd 2 sbove. o 3 7 ‘ R A L

- . . ’ L "--‘

. 'y

s

8. ADT&INISTR:ATIVE, MEDICAL, AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE .SALARIES )

< Co ' : | : "“' N : ot

The administrative s3lary report hn inveolved sane disagresments between ' the | o

. Commission and the University of California, and this portion of the salary . :

report, is therefork ‘considered to be unresolved for the years after 1985-86. . .

For 1985-86, an agreement has been reached to use both the comparison mst:.- <

tutions &nd p@lition descriptions used for 1983-84 as an interim medsure. -

The Technical Advisory Committee will discuss the eatire matter during 1985. °
Co:_:.cerning medical faculty salaries, two changes are proposed. The figrst is

to substitute the Unjversity of North Carolina's medical school fo '

‘State University of New York's Upstate Medical School -~ the latter
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4‘-. declined to participate in‘.the survey. The other change is to make the - r
report a biennial submission instead of an annual one. co 3 ‘

oo No changes are proposed to the i:tocen of reviewing Comsunity College faculty : »
-, salaries, although the revised methodology mestions this process for the .  ~ . .
‘ first time. S S ‘ - o

8. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION .
"% In previous years, the University and the State ‘Univ&f-‘:fty'have been requested
. to supply additional information concerning the number of faculty with
.doctorates and with tenure or segurity of appointsent by rank. Also equested
were data on promotional patterns, separations, destinationss of faculty who
resign, snd sources of recruitmeat. - Y A T

‘Since 1977, s number of questions have arisen concerning the usefulness of ~
these data and the necessity of compiling ‘them snnually.  During 1985, the
Advisory Committee will explore these questions and attempt to reach agreement '
on the exact nature 0&: informstion needed and the frequency of its =
collection. = W . . SR | B |

‘.. . | (_‘.,;'.k. % l.,‘ | . ‘. - - ‘. .‘_‘ .o w
.. -, 10, CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

=

University of California’ | -
Although, as px(cviansly_hoted, it is ponible that one or more of the University
of California's comparison institutions say be changed after 1985-86, the
Advisory C ttee sav no need to chsnge the criteria, and it therefore

. , remains as ten in 1977. o h B

. . Q . ) o . . -
\fahiorxﬁa State University ~ I '

« .

‘General Comparability of Institutions: The criteria for the selection "of
comparison institutiong for the California State University have been &
subject of controversy since the inception of salaty reports, largely because L
of the uniqueness of tie State University. In no éther state in the mation B
, . are there any n?n-doatornl,' degree-granting yniversities ‘of the size and
diversity of several of the State University's campuses. ‘The doctoral
_prohibition applied to the State University by the Master Plan led some in - N i
, ‘State government to propose that that segment place only mon-doctoral institu- :
‘ tions om its comparison list. Such a limitation, however, effectively
~ elimingted from consideration a very large number of universities that were | _
comparable to the State University in virtually every other respect and SR
limited the comparison iristitutions to a group of small liberal arts colleges. "
Over the years, various attempts were made to devise a way sdround this
dilemma, but it was not until 1977 that s reasonable compromise was reached.

*
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In thnt year, i: was decided that doctoral degree-granting institutions
‘could be included on the lis: provided they did not- include 'the 20 institu-
e tions that awarded the greatest number of doctoral degrees during the tep- =
A - yesr period, 1959-60 “through 1968-69." At that -tise, none of the State” LA
-~ University's comparison group was in the top 20, and none of the new group . _ ..
: may be presantly. With one institution, however, there is a question, and 5
;. ' that is the Hnivu:sity of Southern California, which ranked eighteenth in =~ =~
- doctorates granted between 1975 and 1980. 'Even with usc included, however, .

_ it is wery clear that the proyosed 1ist of compsrison institutions is very
- - different in type from the University of-California's comparison group with o
S ' ' respect to the granting of doetoral deg:ees. Table 1 beXew inﬁicates the - -
. . . extent of that éiffe:nnca~ . e o AT

. In apite of the difficnlty with the University of Sonthc:n Californis, the
new list is significantly less rich in doctorate degrees than the olg list.
-+ Among those proposed, five granted no doctorates at all “between 1975 amd -
. 1980 ce-p:ud to only one on the olé liat.. -Of gteater sisniﬁctnee is m RN

TABLE 3 Boceora.l Dagms Awarded by Umversity of califam.ia ',’
and Califarnia State Hniversity CQaparison Iastxtutzaas.

¥t

o | _ : 1975-1980 R , -
, . Number of ‘ L . SR ,Nunber‘of
uc cQarfscn Group - Doctnrates . _CSU Comparison Group .Doctorates
Cornell University ~ - 1,073 = - University of Bridgeport . N
Harvard University " 2,075 - Boston University : 786
Stanford Uuniversity 1,913 Rutgers The State University - o
State University of -~ .= = .  of New Jersey Newark Campus ... 60
- New York at Buffalo 820  State Bhive:ni:y—ef New York . |
University of Illinois . 2,511 - st Albany - e . 3%
University of Michigan 2,340  Bucknell University oo 0
University of Wisconsin 1,656 ~ DePanl University 33,
Yale University 1,171 .Vayne State UnivePsity - 663 ;
- - Magkato State University 0 .
. : Cleveland State University 21 %
1 Mean ‘ 1,820 University of Wisconsin~ . - ' S
’ » : - - Milwaukee - 1 T 143 R
. ST T T Undversity of Miami-Flovida 0 384 0 T
+ - K ' Georgia State Univesity , 325‘ Lo
- North Carolina State University .: 669
Virginia Poly Institution and . -
‘State University | 725
g - Arizona State University 351 S
— - » ~ University of Southern - - L
. Californis 1,587 T
' . . . University of Calorndo at Denver 0
. ‘ Lewis and Clark College 0 o
: ' ' © University of Texas at Arlington 64 Ll
’ : University of Nevada-Reno 83 . T
- * ‘ A
- ‘ ' Mean o 323 s

Source: American Council on Education, 1983, pp. 2086-2099.
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fact that the average for the old .list was 467 doctorates per institution

coapared to the 323 shown above for the new list. Further, where institutions .
" within- one systes are found on both the University and the State University e

list, the State University choice is ianvariably for an institution with a

migor doctoral emphasis. Two examples of this difference are (1) the SUNY

campuses at Buffslo (820 doctorstes) and Albacy (394), and (2) the Madison

and Milwaukee campuses of the University of Wisconsin (2,656 and 143).

Overall, the proposed list of comparison igstitutions seems an improvesent . .

in the sense that it moves & step further avay from the kind of comprehensive

research and doctoral degree-granting imstitutions that the Master Plan '

prohibited the State University from becoming. At the same time, it incoxr=' -
 porates new institutions of quality" that compare favorably with the State

University in size and diversity. R L

.
’.

Aside from the doctoral degree-granting considerations, three new subcriteria
have to be considered under the besding of General Comparability" -- (1)
diversity of size, (2) regional diversity, and- (3) public/independent diver~
sity -- along with the issue of religious affiliations. ' e ,
@ Regarding size, the 1977 criteria tended to ‘reinforce a misconception - -
. ''that the State University is comprised exclusively of large, urbam,
comprebensive -institutions.  In selecting comparison ‘institutions, & .
. definite preference for large campuses was specified, evén to the point

‘ of excluding institutions with l®ss than 300 faculty mwembers, in spite of.
the fact that the State.University system contaias five ‘campuses with
fewer thsn that nuwber. The new criteria call for s group that'contains
"both large and small, urban and rural® campuses, and the colleges aad

p

universities ¢n the aev list offer precisely that distribution and contrast.

e Second, in terms of regional diversity, the 1977 list divided the 20
institutions into three categories -- "East,"” "Westy" and "Othér" -~ with
the last of these categories heavily dominated by the North Central - .
region to the exclusion of all others except the University of Colorado,
which more properly belongs to the West. The igclusion in the East
category of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University-.also
seemed questionable, and it is placed in the South in thé new list. -

' The-new. criteris-call for regional diversity, and four-regions are gpeci~  —-o o
fied -- Northeast, North Central, South, and West, with between four and ‘ .
six campuses im each. Part of the purpose is to avoid the adverse conse-
quences of a dominant region, (such as the North Central states) suffering
a severe ecopomic decline and thereby distorting the comparisom ‘group
figures from national conditions More will be mentioned about this
problem shortly. - o ' ‘

e Third, in terms of public/independent diversity, the State University's
old list contained only two independent institutions -- Syracuse University
and the University of Southern California -- while the University of
California 1list has been equally divided between public and independent
institutions since 1972. If the purposg of a comparison group is to
reflect national perspectives, it seems apptoprintﬂlo" include more
private universities to the State University list, and its new 'list
contains seven, with the criteria calling for the. list to contain between
one-fourth and one-third such institutions. . . ' '

R 22- 30 - . L
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“turrent group of ecnpnitm institutions was selected in 1973, it appeared

itself to s severely depressed economic region of the country. “& recent
- summary of national conditions by the Research Institute of America highlighted :

. Other Criteria: The three rmining criteria are enentially unchanged from,"

I

: ¥y

e The final point under “General Comparsbility” concerns religious facylty. .

The previocus criteria: prohibited the inclusion of any institution with..
religious ficulty. The Advisory Committee reconsidered this criterion . =
and decided that it was excessively restrictive since sany quality institu- - = ¥
tions of higher education contain theological departments at the sampe ...’ L f:i‘ji_-‘-;j
 time that they remain predosinantly secular inorientation. Accordingly, oy
the provision was amended to state that the coaparison group should =~
contain no m:.i.t:ut.:lon auffcﬁ “y:cdo-mneiy" vtt.h :eligious fgcnlt:y. o L

Ecnno-ic c:aqma_bi_l_i_gx of Imstitutional Lccat.xon. When the State University :.

that the cost of -living and personal income were approximately comparable
between California snd the areas in which the comparison universities were. ‘
located. Throughout the 1970s and into the 1980s, however, it became quite
clear thst the-concentration of comparison ‘institutions in the North Central
region had cieated s situation where the State Hni.va:si.ty vas co-pazing

one upact. of mp:eble- (1985, p- i, underunins nddeé) S e e

" The 7.2 percent national uynemployment rate is 'y éeeepf.ive :uding

" that ‘doesn't reflect m :nlity of labor market ‘conditions tod:y,
The proverbial lake ~-- ‘four feet deep: on 'average with 40-foot '
troughs 3~ means :he u.s. jobs ‘picture’ i one of high ulmds and
deep holes. . . LT Ua o _

‘Worst problem area centers in Vest Vi:ginit, Ohio, Western Penn- |
sylvania, where stegl shut.dom seeu pemmt, no :eplacenent:: :Ln
sight. , _ .

Another deep hole. “The Southe:n Hichigan, Northein Indiana region.
Carmsking has recovered, but thousands of jobs haven't come back.
It's a textbook case of assembly-line sutomation wiping out jobs..
Other déep pockets include the Illincis-lawa farm uchine:y centers.

Of the 20 comparison institutions unt:i.l now.. nine are lecsted in these
depressed areas, and because msoy of them are large universities, they .
heavily xnfluence t.he cmanson xg;t.itution allvranks svauge. N

—— PR

e -

In the future, it is cert.ai Y pus:ible that. econonic conditions will change
agsin, and it is for that reason that this criterion now cdlls on the Commission -
to examine economic conditions from time to time ‘to ensure that general
comparability is maintained. The Commission surveys are to be conducted

"periodically,” which will probably mean about every .five years and more

frequently if conditions warrant.

- T - . N . - - U VNS BV,

\-

the 1977 document. _ -
- 2~ ) ) * ,
Criteria Elinfmted: The following list jdentifies all of the criteria \that
were eliminated; changed substantially, or subsumed elsewhere in the new
proposal, and explains the reasons for these changes.




o . cost of liviu in thou cxues.

T Aml.ym of pcr-upiu income statistics revealed great inconsist.enciesﬁ

' in s state where the per-capita income was more "than 10 percent below

1973 (the the most recent compsrisen list was established) Qné 1982‘
(the most rnm; ym for whi.ch &n are availabh) L e |

. Texas is no longer. in the bqlow-m-percenr. category, it was in this

' states have attempted to hprove the quali.t:y of higher education in

N . P
- . . P

Prohibit the inclusion of institutions with less than 300 faculty. This
criterion was eliminated becsuse of the need to create a more representa-
tive list of eo.pa:ison mti:uticns. ‘It was explained under "Genenl o
Comparability"™ above. N . S A RO

| charability o! :um' ability to lupport. higher educatien. Pre‘iriously,'

this criterion specified that no comparison institution could be located " r

the national aversge. It also stated that institutions in New York City ™
and Washington, D.C., could not be-included because of the vary hish ‘

£

among the states. On the next page, Table 2 shows those states 'that had
per~capita. in:ms more than 10 percent below the national average in

Table 4 shows that tm::l st.at.es on the }.ist. with poor pet-cari.u ,
incomes are nevertheless among the most progressive in supporting higher .

‘education. Mhs {include Georgia, North Carolina, and Utah. althnuzh

group only ten yesrs ago, and in 1982 it was only 2. 8 percent ‘above the
pationsl average, while Californis was,13.1 percent above it.. Yet. few.

recent yn:s ;ore t.hm'rmt e

For these ressons, the pe:-capita meone standard no longer seems viable,
and on the proposed list of State University comparison instit.utions,
Georgis, s’orth c;zclina, and 'rms are all repre:ented. . | Lo

Competition for l‘ncu}.ty. This appears to be no longer & visble c:itar:{on o
since there is probably no list of 20 institutions that would account
‘for even a fourth of the State University's recruiting, The new ctite:ien,
"Genertl Comparsbility of Institutions® has been subst.i.t.uted : '

Similarity of ‘Functions. This criterian has also been elini.n;t.ed Ig
uhsuned unde: ”General Co-psrabilz.ty of Inst.it.ut.mns."

P U o

Acceptance as Conparison Imtitutions Pr,eviou: acceptmce as a conpa:-

_ison institution seemed an artificial constraint on the Advuory Compuittee _

'and has been eliminsted. At the time it wms included in the list of

criteria, comparison institutions changed far more frequently, and there

was a greater concern for continuity. Now, however, there is general

agreienent that the new list will remain in effect for at least ten

yeasrs, thus elminating ‘the need for this requxrenent:. I -, -

Senior or Tenured Faculty. 'l'hls criterion . specified that the State
University's comparison group should have a faculty mig ratio in the
upper two ranks that is similar to the ratio of faculty in the State
University. Now that an adjustment for staffing patterns has been
proposed in the new metbodology, this requirement is no longer needed,

and since the percentage of faculty at the upper two ranks in -the Btate:
University is far higher than ia the exist.ing or p:oposed comparison =

. | ‘2“-32 . N L | ‘ _‘ ‘;1




_ TABLE 2 Per-Capita Income Data for tlhe Nation, Regions, and Those
o | States at Least 10 Percent Below the National Average for
* - EBither 1973 or 1982 o ) S

- _ : ' | o : "Per-c_apita.lncm
ot | State and Region 1973 - - 1882
Nstional Average . j""- ~ ‘ '\$5,016-f - §11,107 . )
3 10 percent Below the National Average 4,503 ' g . 9,996 ' - -
B ' New Eogland . St (85,283) - ($11,916)
Y(I ) N . .( . ‘ - N
| Maine SR S sh,126 0 § 5,062 -
Vermont ' o 4,291 _ : . 9,507 :
Midesst | T s.ate) L ($12,087) -
Grest Lakes (35,258 " (811,058}
; Plains s g G L
South Dakota Above 10% Level .~ § 9,666 -
Southeast - . . ($4,253) (s 9,062)
' o o, ' - o ‘. o
Alabams . - $3,825. L $ 8,669 -
Arkansas : . _ 3,791 : ' 8,479
Georgia B 4,370 o v 9,583
Rentucky . ; 3,997 . 8,936 .
Louisiaas . ’ - .3,8% .  Above 10% Level
North Carolina . 4,241 : 8,044 -
South Carolina . . 3,803 8,502
Tennessee o ' 4,111 ) 8,906 .
West Virginia . C o 3,902 - 8,769
 Southwest . ‘ (34,441 - ($11,112)
New Mexico $3,944 '§ 9,190 SR
Oklahoms \ - - 4,284 - . Above 10% Level: - %
Texas ‘ S 4,476 ﬁfc\;- Above 10% level
Rocky Mountain | L (56,743) . (§10,756)
Idaho | 5 o Above QOZ'Level : -8 9,029 - - '~;¥4
Montana Above 10% Level . 9,580 ' '
Utah .- $4,072 ‘ 8,875
. Far West L a(85,394) T (812,238) o
) Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1984. ' - IR

. . ) ’ N
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gton{: -~ 84.2 perceht in the State University as of 1983-84, compared to
68.2 percent in the existing group, and 69.1 percent in the proposed group =-
it seems clear that this criterion has not been adhered to for some time.




.......

Seve:al issues within the ut.hodcleﬁ tmin unresolved and are listed here. B
. Most have been discussed previously, but they are summarized in this chapter
in & form that can constitute the :genda for £ut.u:c .eetings of t.he Technical-

' Advuc:y Committee.

-

1. un'xvz'nsm_' OF CALIFORNIA COMPARISON ms-rxmmxs

,..A‘«

The Univc:sity hn ezp:eued concern :“bont the concentrstion of its public
- comparison institutions in the North Central region, a perception it shares .
with the Stste University. These include the University of Michigsn-Ann

Arbor, the University of Illinois Urbana campus and especially the ﬁniveuiw
of Wisconsin-Madison. A full revien of th&nnivettity*t liat will be xmﬁe:
taken during 1985 :

- 2. THE FIVE-YEAR -Cmapouﬁ'ﬁ RATE OF CHANGE

It was . :ugg“tcd that the f.i-e pencd for cdculat.ing the annnal rate of

change in compsrison institution salaries be clianged from the current period

to five years to some different period. Alternatively, if the five-year

period is maintained, s greater weight should be given to the more recent

years. The -Legislative Analyst hn specifically pruposed a threc-yecr
tiod. .

" -The prcbleg srose because of the rapid changes in the rate of i.nflation over
_:he past ten years and tha-reaction of tha comparison institx;t.i.ona to that
rate. Five years sgo, in 1979-80, the Consumer Price Index rose 13.3 percent
and then rose another 11.5 percent the following year. In response to these
pressures, college nnd university salaries rose much faster in those years
than in 1983-84 (and probably 1984~85 as well), when the average national

salary incresse was 4.7 percent, compared to 7.1 perceat in 19,‘79-80, 8.7

percent in 1980~81, and 9.0 percent in 1981-82.

‘When the higher increases are avenged with the more recent ones, the annusl
predicted rate of change into 1985-86 is almost certaianly overstated.
Conversely, when inflation is rising instedd of falling, cost~of-living
adjustments for Californis fsculty tend to understate the real need. The
use of either s different time frame or 8 weighting toward more recen
percentage changes in the co-ptrison groups could correct at least part of
- this p:oblu. v
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3. ADJUSTMENTS FOR TURNOVER AND «
| Pnem'rmx&m FOR LAW FACULTY | |

For the State Universit.y, tvo adjust.nentl are included in t.he parity percentage . e
calculations, one to reflect turnover and promotions and the other to adjust e
for the effect of a greater number of law school faculty in the new list of .
comparison institutions thah in the existing list. During 1985, surveys Lo
will be cqndncted to detexmine apptoptiat.c levels for these adjust.uentn.

~ ! . -.

7
o

4. ADMINISTRATIVE SALAR_IBS

: . s , L (

Due to disagreements between the Commission and the Univeraity of Californmia,

~ the subject of adminigtrative salaries will be reviewed with the objective

of determining s list of comparison institutions and position descriptions

for use over the next ten years. The institutions aand pc;it.ions u:ed £o:
t.he State tlnive:sit.y 8 survey may also be discnued.

5. FRINGE Bi:m'rs

Fringe benefits have posed a number of difficnlties to nlm ap:lyst.s for

maay yvears. There has never been a consensus as to what constitutes a

fringe bemefit, the true ‘employer and ‘employee costs of gertain fringe
A 'benefits, their actual value to different classes of faculty members, or how
- benefits should be factored into the overall assessment of faculty compensa- .
| ‘ tion. A pumber of attempts to resolve these questions have been made in  ~§
-  recent yesars, but it appears prudent at this time to keep the questions -

' surrounding benefit packages open for futnre deliberations of the Technical

" Advisory CQ-nittee.‘ . . . o

A~ L

A related issue concerns the use of a portion of the salary appropriation
for improvements in the fringe-benefit package. During the 1984-85 fiscal
year, for example, some salary funds were used to improve dental plan benefits,
and the Department of Finance has raised a question about this and related . o
practices. The Technical Advisory Committee will consider the implications
of these practices during 1985. . . _ ) ‘ _ i '

M S e . . !

During 1985, the Committee will also discuss the details of supplementary
information submissions, including the fregquency. of reporting. Among the
items to be discussed aré segmental reports on number of faculty, hiring and
separation, sources of recruitment, destinations of faculty who resign,
promotional pstterns, number of faculty with advanced degrees, number of
faculty with tenure or security of appointment, and mensutes for the total
resources provided per faculty member. v

'
ey
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. In the pas: yn&z, oune -aspect. ct :hn ancual zeper: on faculty saiarics .

| APPENDIX A -
| , ‘ California Postsecondary
. Educa:icn Commission

Jnns 13, 19

REVISED METHODOLOSY FOR THE PREPARATION QF THE ANNUAL REPOQT ON
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORMIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEEES

, FACULTY SALARIES ANB FRKHGE BENEFITS, 1878-79 -

-

INTRODUCTION s Y

The methodelegy to be :ngleyad for the 19;8-79 rcpcrc ecn:ains a’
nunber ¢f substantive modifications from that adopted by the Commis-
sion in Septezber, 1574 sud nscd for :hn annu&l TRPOTLS. far I.975-75,
1976-7?, aad 1977-78.u-,_, _ | .

In dcvclnpi:s this ntw ac:hadclngy, bc:h ehc Univarsity ef Califarniq
aad the California State Universizy ahd Colleges conferrad with a -

- sumber ok groups and individuals, iancluding represeitatives of fac- E &

ulsy org ticns. Sabuqm::.y. eich segment submittad proposals ”

.for changis iz the existicg methodology. Thsse proposals wars ches. LA

considered by & tdchnical advisory committse establiished by the
Commission cozsisting not only of Commission staff and segmental

‘Teprasentatives, but alse of :t:rcscn:a:#vcs of the Departzent of N

Finance a.ud the Office of c{u’ Lagislative Analysr.. L

and fringe benefits was heavily criticized; namely, the treatment of
the comparison of fringe benefizs. This criticism ceatered om two
usjor points, The first ralated to she E!Gl:t‘?!lﬂﬁict of treating
the cost of fringe benefits and che salary adjustnencs requirad to
achieve parity as additive to produce a figuza for "Total Equivalent
Compenssction” (TEC). This praceice will be discontirued in sube- .
quent years. Ths sccqﬁﬁ cricicism stemmad from the fact that tha -
comparison nethod was limivad to the employer cost of benafits (ex~
pressed as & percentage of payrell). Since there is, at bast, enly

~an indirect relaticuship betwesn the value of fringe henefizs to the

emplovee and the cost of thosa benefits Zo tha employer, the use of
fringe becefit cempazisons with c:her igs:i:u.ions -can cf:en be - seri-'
ously misln;ding.

Al:hough the basic difficulties withi fringe benefit comparisous. were
noted in the report for the 1977-78 f£iscal year, it is proposed that
a2 much pore definitive disclaimer be includad iz che taxt for the
1978-79 report. Clearly, a benefit package of given cost zay be ve*y
different from another benefit pcckag:'af the same cocst whsn the

rare defined snd sadmisiscerad differ:gg&y. 3y way of illustrati

i{f the employer adds to a pansiod fundd to improve 4its actuarial in~
tegricy, it incresses the gost of the benefit package but does not
result in any oew or addit tignal benefits. ‘

The Comnission will contiaue to show the results of che comparison

survey regarding che cost of fringe becefiss but will display it

"“29“ ' o - , '
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. inappropriats use of the figures.,

L

‘v*ﬁdjus:m;n: for Salaries."” Tor the past three years, an adjusthent .:'@;f.

:3&

_ 'desirsble to establish a staffing pattern for that year. This will _’

‘on the basis of prior yesr (Eog the prelimina:y report) and cur:en:

- The fin;l change will affnc: only the compuca:ion of friﬁge benefi:s '

. a salary increase is computed first, the automatic incrsases in

separately fram‘the salary data and will faclude a éufficiently de- j .
tailed explanation of the issues so as to avoid misunders:anding or SRR s

The second major chsnsc is the elimination of the “Cogt of Living

has bees made in the projected salaries of the comparisom inftitu=
tions to account for changes in the rate of inflatidn. This adjusc- :
ment has bean widely misunderstood. It is not an escalatof clivse s

of the kind frequently found in collective bargsining sgreements; it . - -
is an index only of changes in the rate of inflation and not a mea-
sure of inflation itsclf. ‘ kN :

The other chaases are essentiaily technical in nature. To date, all Lt
ranks average silary and fringe benefit projections have been made R

vear (for the final raport) sasmlntal staffiag patrerns. Singe. tﬁcse "
elemauncs of con;cnszticn are implemented in the budget year, it is

be doce by the University of Califormia £8r the 1978-79 report and
by the California State Universﬁﬁy sand Calleges beginning in 1979-80.”

for the California State Uaiversity and Collages. That system pre~ -
viously based its fringe benefit projections on the assumptian ‘that.
no salary izcrease would be granted. Because an increase in salary
an:cus:ically increases applicable fringe benefits, a degree of dis-
tortion occurs. The University of Cglifornia uses a system whe:eby

fringe benefits resulting from that increase accounted for, and: the
fringe benefits calculated after this adcounting. The Commission

believes the latter approach to be more reasonabla and has there- '
fore adopted it for both segmen:s.

METHODOLOGY R \ D S

The procedures to be employed for :he 1978-:@ budget yesr and in -
subsequent vears are as follows:

A. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS B & .

Two reports will be prepared each year. The first report, based on |
preliminary-data, will be submitted to the Department of Finance in S -
November. The f£inal report, based on the most current data, will be ;

. submitted to the Legislative Budget Committee in April. In order to - o

meet these submissign dates, the University of California and the .
California State University and Colleges will forward data on com= : ’

parison ias:i:u:ians and segmental facul:y salaries to CQmmission

¢ . ) '
. . , N .
\ ‘ ’ )
§
!

0 PN
. . , ¢ . ."‘lt
38. .
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" related te fringe benefit costs.

¢ ik ,

sii!f by mid-October for the praliminary report and b7 lata February
for the f£inal rspors. ) ' . ‘ '

8. - PRINCIFLE OF PARITY | )

The rcécrt"wili {ndicate vhat sdjustments w&éld‘ﬂc needad for the

forthcoming year for salaries and costs of fringe besefits for Uni- .

- varsicy of Californis and Californis Stace University and Collagas'

‘faculty to schieve and maiantain rank-by-rank parity with such sala-
Tiss and costs of fringe benefits provided faculty in apptopriate
comparisen institutions., A separate list of compariscn Inscitutions
will e used by each of the California segments of higher educatica.
The reaport will separate calculations and displays of data ralaced
Co percentage incraases Tequired for parity in salaries, from those

. ' . L

C. COMPARISQN TNSTTITUTTONSL

Compariscn insti:uéign; for the Universizy of California will ba:

Cornell Universicy . =
Earvard Universicy -
Stanford Universicy TN
- State University of New York ac Buffaio
- University of Illinods = '°° | =
' University of Michigan at imm Azbor . ) ' B
University of Wisconsin at Madisen 7T
Yale University - ‘

Compariscn 4nstitucions for che Califoraia State University and Col-
leges will be: . O | S
Zas ' ¥ -

State University of New®ork at Albany

Stata University of Yew York Collaege at 3uffalo

o Syracuse Gniva:é!ﬁy : C

Vizgiaia Polytachmic Institute apd State Univessity

-

w‘s: B ) , L EES
University of Sotthern Califormia |
* Undversity of Eawaidl k

Taiversity of Nevada

Univarsity of Oregon

Q‘ | Portland State Universicy

1. If any {asticucion is cmitted for any reason, a replacemens will
be salecced basad upon the established criteria by Commission
staff {o zutual consultation with che sagments, the Depactmenc of
Tinance, and the Legislative Analyst. The Attachment imdisates

' the criteriz Ior selection of the comparison institutions.

A}
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Cther ‘ - | . ( e
- University of Colorado - - o Wi
Illinois State University ‘ ..
Northera Illincis University - ’ - , L et
" Scuthern Illigois University . . o
Indians s:att‘ﬁhiva:si:y o | ' SR Loy
Iowa State University . : , -
Wayne State University T I
.. Westarn Michigan University ‘ . ST,
 Bowling Green State University S
Miami University (Ohio)
_ﬁnive:si:y of Wisconsin at Milwaukee

7

D.. FACULIY TG BE IKCEBDED AND EXCLUEED
!

The faculties to bn {ocluded ia :hc caupa:isans are thcse with full-~
_time appointments at the ranks of professor, associate p:ofcsaor, .
assistant professcr, and instructor, employed on anfne and elavan
. month (prorated) appeintments, (both regular and irregular ranks as - R
appropriate), with the exception of faculties in the health scieancas, . -
sumner ssssions, extensicn programs and laboratory schoocls, provided
' that these facultiess aze covered by salary scales or schedules other

than that of the regular faculty. At the rank of instrdctor, fuld- - o _".;{“
time equivalent faculty are used because. of the prepcndcranc@ cf e
par:-tian appoin:msnts at this rank. L _ , g- . )

. T #

The Eacul:y memsbers to be 1ncladcd are those assigned to iastruction
(tegardless of the assignments for research or other university pur- .
poses), departmeat chairmen (if not on an administrative salary - "
-schedule), and faculty on sala:ied sabbatical leave. sl

E. COMPUTATION OF AYERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For each academic rank within the California State University and ; ) SN
Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual salary dollars. for the ' i .
.combined group is divided by the number of faculty within the ramkv ' - . )
to derive average salaries by rank for their comparison institutions e
as a whole. Average costs of fringe bencfi:s will be computed in a . "
similar manner.

For the University of California s comparigson groups, the average . :
salary by rask is obtained for sach comparis stitutio The - R
single average salary (for each rank) for the comparison group is -
then calculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari-

son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby. giving equal weight R
to each institutfion regardless of the number of faculty. The same -
procedure should be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits. I

- L 4(j | g . o
—3.2- _ ‘ g . ‘ . ) . ﬁ
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” ' FIVE—YEAR CQM?OUVD RATE OF SALARY AND F?INGE EEN"FIT GROWTH

. - For the prelimin::y report, & five-year ccmpaund rate of chanse in

, . salaries and fringe benafits at each rank at the comparison insti-

", s tutions will be gomputed on the basis of actual saliry ged fringe | - °
S : benefit ds:a of the prccndins yca: add of :hc prior ﬁ&v: years. )

, In obtaining ccupcaxd rates of change at the. ccmp:riscn ina:i:u:ién§ o o
. (each segment will compute the average salary and Eringu\btncfit costs
hy raok for their respective cowparilon institution groups as spec- ; N
. 4fied in Section E abova. Zach will then calculate the aanual com~
©  pound & h rate changes in average salaries and fringe benefit
. costs for’ each -rank (ower the five-vear poriod) at their respective
comparision institutions., These rates of change will then be used
to project average salaries sad costs of fringt b&q&Fins for :ha*
:ank forwaxd for two years to the budget ytg:,,;e\»’ Lo

- . Tha ssme procedurs will be used in preducing*:hc Einal rnpor:, ex-~
cept that the base year for the comparison. ins:icu:ions will be L
moved forward one yesr, permittisng the use of abeﬁe-year ‘projection IR
rather than the two-year projectiosn fiecessary in the preliminary ’

- ~ rveport. The California segments will use actual current salary and

"~ .. fringe benefit data as reported by :he comparison institutions

“\.  rather thaa budgeted fisures ; :

. i i . ’ LR .

‘ M‘-wms AVERAGE, SAmx,m FRINGE BENSFIT coSts - S -
Ayﬁragc all-ranks average salaries and frinée benefit costs ptojec.zdwﬁx

for the budget year will be calculated for each segment, using the
" average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the budget

o . year for the comparison groups and the staffing pattern in the appro-
: . priate California segment. ¥The Califormia State University and Col~
P leges will use the current year staffing pattern while the University

of Califormis will use a staffing pattern projectad faor the budget
vear. Thesa all-racks average salary and fringe benefit amounts for
the budget year constitn:e the salaries and fringe benefits to be

-

» a provided to the - ccr*esponding California segment for that segmeant to ’
' achieve pargry, rank-by-rank, with its comparison group. The average .
' all-ranks fries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget

year rfor e California segment will then be compared with the cur-
rent all-ranks ‘average ‘'salaries and fringe benefits for that segment R
to determine the percantage increase required by the sagment to
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 report, the Califormia State Univer-
sity and Calleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1/10th of
a percentage point) to account for merit increases, promotioms, and
faculty turnovar. This adjustment will not be necessary for the
University of California since the proiection of the staffing pattern
into the budget year will account for these adjustments automatically.
In subsequent years, the Califormia State Uniwversity and Colleges
will use the same procedure as the University of California.

-33- . | 41 ’.




H. SU?P}MTAR!“' INFORMATION

. L

The Commission will prepare supplementary tables containing five
- .years of trend data, with the data for :he most recent year supplied
by the segments. Eﬁ S

1. Number ‘of full—time facuity by rank; -

2. Numbnr and percent of new and continuing full- ime faculty with
¥ the doctorate by rank;

" Number :nd percent of full—tima facul:y with tenure or security
of appoincmnnt by rank;

4, ‘Scparazians of full-time faculty with tenure or secu:icy of
‘ appointment by rank;

5. Delcinaticn of facul:y who :eaign, by rank (indicating the name
« of the ias:icu:ion for those faculty remaining in higher educa-

% ) "~ tiom);

6. Sources of ‘:ccmivmn: by rank;

7. Faculty promotional patterns. P
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APPENDIX B

House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, Relative to
the Economic Welfare of the Faculties of the Califorma
_Public Institutions of Higher Education .

WHEREAS, The Master Plan !o: Public Higher Education strongly
recommanded that every effort be made to ensure that the institutions
of higher education in Californis maintain or improve their position
in the intense compatition for the highest quality of faculty members;

- and

» HEEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Educ;:ian in its
annual report to the Governor and the Lesgislature regarding level of
support for the Californis State Colleges and the University of Cali-
fornia recommandad :ha: funds should be provided to permit &t least
an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cali-
fornia Stats Colleges snd the University of California; and

: WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their
annual report to the Legisizture declared that the Californis State

“Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competition and
that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent

> behind those of comparsble institutions; and .

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enroliments in institutions of higher
education in California during the next decade will cause a demand
for qualified faculty members which cannot possibly be mat unless
such institutions have & recruitment climate which will compare
favorably with other collnsns, universities, business institutiona,
indul:ry, and other isvcls of govermsant; and

WBEREAS Californis has achieved an envigble momentum in business
and industrial developuent, a momentum now threatened by lagging
faculty salaries so that failure to maintain adaqu;tc salary scalaes
for faculty mékbers in California institutions of higher education
would be falsa econgmy; and -

WHEREAS, There have besn widespread reports from the State College
and University campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting
some of the best faculty members from the California institutions of
higher education, and if such acadenic emigraticn gains momentum
because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educa-
tional processes and result in slower eccnomic growth, followed by
lower tax revemues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing probldms faced by the California imstitutions of
higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty
nembers ia a period of gtiff competition and rapid growth; and

~35-
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WHERFAS /» The Legislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing problems faced by the California institutions of
higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty

- ‘

wmembers in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and :

WHEREAS, The State's investmemt in superior teaching taleat has
been reflected in California's phenomenal :economic growth and has
. shown California taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors,
‘but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the
contributions by the Californis institutions of higher educatiom to
the continued economic and cultural development of California may

?

be seriously threatened; now, therefore, be it :

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, That the
Assezbly Coomittee on Rules is directed to request the Joint Legis~
lative Budget Committee to study the subject of salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe bemefits, of faculty
members of the Califoruia imstitutions of higher educatiom, and
wvays and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order
that such California institutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to providé the highest quality
of education, and to request such committee to report its findings
and recommendations to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session. o

-36-
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INTRODUCTION
The purposs of this sta® report is to recommend 2

‘method for reporting to the Legizslature on salaries,

Lringe benefits and other specisl economic benedts for
faculties of the University of California and the Cali-

© fornia State Colleges. This repors has been prepared

by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee in re-
sponse to House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraor
dxp.mScwon,Appcndz: 1)! which resolved:

*‘That the Assembly Committee on Rules is di-
rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
miﬂatomdymmbjmdm:adthcm
eral economic welfare, incinding fringe benefits, of
faculty members of the Califormis imstitutions of
higher education. and ways and mesans of improving
such saiaries and benedts in order that such Cali-
fornis institutions of higher eduestion msy be sble
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest quality of educadoen, and to request such
commitzee t0 report its findings and recommenda.
tions to the Legisiature not lster than the Afth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.”
Staf® of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee

initigted ity scudy by seeking information -which would
reflect the maguitude of Californis’s long-tange and
immediate problems regarding the aeed to recrnis and
retain an adequste number of kigh quality facxity.

While reviewing past reports presented to the Legis-.

latare as justidestion for salary incrsase recommen-
dations by the Coordinating Council for Higher Edu.
cation, the University of California and the California
Stats Colieges, it became spparent that the first step
in wying to improve facuity salaries and other bene-
fits is to furnish the Legizlature with comprebeasive
and consistent data which identity the nature and
level of campatitive benefts, The costs sssociated with

recommendations, rated according to priority, should,
be included in proposais by the segments in order to
- aid the Legislarrre in determining how much to

ap-
propriste and the benefits which an appropristion
will bdry.

There has existed in the pest a difference between
wpat the institutions have recommended as the need
for salary and benedt inereases and what has fnally
been appropriated by the Legisiature. There are two
principal reasons for this differemce which at times
may be closely related: (1) The Legisiature may dis-
agree with what is proposad as o need, or (2) there
may not be enough funds to maet the need becsuse of
higher priorities in other areas of the budget. .

These needs are very complex gnd, for example,
inciude suen’ factory as:

1. Disagreement with coneclusions drawn from dawm

submisted in justiScation of recommendations;

2. Lack of confidence in the guantity, quality, or
rype of data;

b Appendicas delatad.

- aress of comeern. The

3. The failure of advocatss to muke points whick
are concise and clearly understandabie; :

4. The submission of conflicting data by legisiative
staff or the Department of Finance

After careful consideration, it was determined that
& special report sbould be made to the Budget Com-
mittee containing recommendarions as o0 the kind of

-data the Legislature sbould be furmished for the pur.
pose of considering salary and other benefit incregses.

On dugust §, 1964 & letter {Appandix 2) wag sent
from the Legislative Analyst w0 the Coordinating
Couneil for Higher Edneation. the University of Cali-
fornia, the California Stats Colleges, the Department
of Finance aud various faculty organizations inform-
int them that the Joint Legisistive Budget Committes

to hold & public hearing in conneetion
ﬁthEBzﬁq;ndangfornpliesm:unuq.
questions designed to gather background indortnation
abouf salary and fringe benefits data (Appendiz 2.

" Copies of Bcpliu Received). The primary purpose of

the hexritg was to provide the University of Calisor-
anis, the Californis State Colleges and interested
groups the o %o indicaze the basis on which
salary and Zringe benefits should be rsported to the
Legisiature, incindhgtheﬁndotd&tstobeeoh-
piled and who should compile and publish iz (Appen.
dix 4, Copies of Prepared Testimony Filed with tte
Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the October

15, 1964 Eearing). The contents of most of the pre-

pared statements discussed problems and in seme
instances recommendations reiating to facuity salaries
and other bepefits rether than the primary purpose
of the hesring, but the testimony did serve to identify -

hearing aiso established legis.
hﬁninuminmmbzecsofmmﬂudmd

' sources of supplementary incomae.

The review of past faculty salary reéporss, the re
plies to the Legisiative Anaiyxt’s lettar of dugust §,
1964, the oral snd prepared szatements received at the
QOctober 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legisiative
Budget Commirtee and other sources bave reveaied
significant dndings and permisted the developmen: of
recommendations concerning the type of information
and method of presentation that should be ineluded
in fugure faculty salary reports prepl.red for tle
Legislature.

BACKGROUND '

Curremt procedures for review of facuity salicy
and other beneflt increase proposals, startizg with t3e
presentation of racommendsations py srate colleges and
Toiversity of California sdministrarive offeials o
their respective :cvem.ng boards, appesr g'-.ne'-uv

_ to be adegquate, with minor reservavions. The State

College Trustees acd the Regents of the Taiversicr
of Californis genersily formulare their own prapoul;

 in Decamber and forward them to the State Depa=.




ment of Finance for budget cousideration, Conour-
reatly ke Coordinsting Council for Higher Education
tiso mazes a repor? with recommendations wbich is
made availadle to the State Department of Finance.
The Goverzor and the Departzment of Finance con-

. sider these salary incresse proposals in reistion to che |

‘availability of funds sad their own snalysis of facuity

salary needs asd decide how much of an increase, if

any, to include in the Governor’s Budget. The Legis-

lative Analyst in the dnalysis of the Budget Bl pro-

~ videy analrsis and recommendations as to the Gover.
gor’s budget proposal.

When' appropriate legisiative mm.mim hear the

budget request for facclty salary increases they may
be confronted witk several mendations from
various sources. Their frst responsibility is to con-
sider the Goveraor’s recommendations in the Budget
Bill. However, the University and the California
State Colleges gemersily request the opportunity to
present their own which frequencly
difer from the Goveszor’s propoesl. ilso, the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Eduestion presents its
recommendacions, Various faculty organizstions may
desire 10 make independent proposals. The Legi

Legislatare
has been coopesstive in providing all intsrested parties -

the opportunity to present their views, but these

pmmmhnbmwkﬁbvmmm :

in recommendations &nd in the dara which support
the requests.

WHC SHQULD PRIPARI FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS
Thers appesss to be some difference of opinion

counceraing the purpose of faculty salary feports and

' recommendaticas prepared by the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Education. The University of Californis
and the California State Colleges contend that they
should make direct recommendations %o the Governor
and the Legislature and that Coordinating Council
recommendations should be regarded as independent
comments. Coaversely, the Department of [Finance
and the Coordinating Coaneil for Righer Education

beiieve that salary cseports and recommendations of .

_ the Coordinsting Couneil should be the primary re.

port sabmitted to the Department of Finance and the
Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen-
~ dations, The Department of Finance states that such

a report shouid be regurded as similar in status to the
anncal salary report reiating to civil service salaries
prepayed by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
ernof and the Legisiature It is our opinion that the
Lequtiature should give specife aud primary consid-
eration to the recommendstions in the Governmor’s
Budget and to the annual facuity salary report of
the Coordingting Council for Higher Education, How-
aver. any separate recommendations of the University
of California and the California Stace Colleges should
also be considared,

!

WHAT PACULTY SALARY REPCRTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not believe tha: reporting required of the
Choiversity, the California Szate Colleges, and the
Coordinsting Council f{or Higher Education should
limic the right of these agencies to emphasize specidc
poinrs in supporting their own recommendations.
However, the Legisiazure should take steps to estab-
lish a eoosistent basis upon waich it will receive com-

prebensive indormation about facuity salaries, other

bextefits, and related subjects from year to year. After
careful consideration of the statistical and other
grounds presented in support of salary and other
benefit increase proposals in the past, we recommaend
that basic dats be included in facuity salary reports
to the Legisiature in s consistent form in the follow-
ing areas:
" A, Facuity Data
*'B. Salary Data

C. Fringe Bepedits = |

D. Total Compensation

E. Special Privileges and Benesits
- Supphmenm-r Income

Sinuizismtnr:nﬂof.m and |

Ieg:damtbmehuotmteomd -

mendations prior to the commencement of a legislative .

session, all reports and recommendations should be
complcted by Deeembcr 1 of each year, « .

A, Fumity Data

1. Findings _

a. Informative data about the size, composition,
retention, and recruitmen: of  California
State College Iscuity has been presented to
the Legislature from time to time, bat um.
lﬂrxthub«nsoniecnﬂ that it lacks

objectivity’ and hu been inconsistent from |

Fear Q0 Year,

b. Superior faculty performance has nct becn
' demonstrated 2s 3 resson o justify past re-
quests for snpu'ior salaries. .

2 Bmmend;ﬁons

The following dsta should be campxled and pre-
sented annually on & consistent basis. Defni-
tions of what congtitutes {aculty are lef to the
diseretion of the University and the state col-
leges but should be ciear!y defined in any report
Additional data. may be incinded in any givea
vesr to emphasiza special problems, bnt sueh
datas should supplement not replace the basic
informartion recommended below. Grapias should
be nsed whes precdeal, accompanied by sup-
porting tables in an sppendix Recommended
faculty data includesiw

48
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signed to reflect faenity site, composition, rate
o!mwth,mdm‘:l«d.’!’hﬂnehﬂmdm-

gistant data from yesr to year will facilitate

trend analvsis as it relates to the institutions
tnvolved and, when possible, to comparsble in.
stitotions. The purpost of including dawa on
new {aculty and faculty turgover is to provide
a quantitative base for discussians of problems
relating to faculty reercitment and retention. It
_ may also be bemeficial to inciude some basic

statistics sbout the available supply of faculty
to see what proportion of the market, new PhD’s
for exampie, Califormia instirutions hire every
year.

8. Salary Data ¢
1. Findings

t. The University for several yesrs has ex-
changed salary dats to provide a consistant
comparison witk & special group of fve '’ em.

inent'’ universizies. as well as witk a sroup:

of nine public waiversicies. Converselr, the
California State Colleges have not vet estab-
lished & list of comparabie inmitutions waien
is aceeptable 1o them.

b. Both the Tniversizy of Califormis and the
Coordinaring Council for Higher Educatior
maintain that SLi4lT COmPArisons 1o &ppro-

nificanse on salary comparisons with non.
scademic employment than the Coordinating
Counci] on Righer Edueation sud the Cali-
fornis State Colleges.

d. Salary inereases have bean proposed on the
bakis of diferentizls between total compensa--
tion (malaries plnskinnbcnl.ﬂtl) in com.
parshle institutions.

E

{ Salary comparisons bave frequently
made to various levels of teaching including
eismentary, Bigh scacol, and junior collegs -
saisriee.

g. Methods of salary compariscns with other
ingtirntions have vatied from year t0 vear in
reports preparsd by the state eoih:u.

2, Recommendstions -

& We recommend that propou&'henltv salary
increases distinguish between: (1) incresses
pecessary 10 muaintain the current compet-
tive pmﬁon and (2) ineresses to improve
the current competitive position.

(1) Proposed inereases to maintain the exist.
ing eompetitive position should be equiv-
alent to a projection of theverage
‘mlary relationship between the Tniver-
sity, or state colleges. and comparable
insticutions during the t Ascal
vesr 0 toe next fseal year, We recom-
mend that this projection be dased o a
projection of mctua] sslesy increases oF
rank iz comparable imstitations dnn:;g
the past Sve years, perm::ing stadstical
sdjnstments for unosual circumstances.

- Thos the proposed incresse to maintain
the esisting competitive position wonld,
in effact, be sgual to the average of an
nus! salerr incraases in comparabis
institutions during the past Sve rears. A
record of the aceuracy of projections
stouid be maintained in an gppesdiz

(2) Recommendatiops %0 improve the cu-.
raat competitive posicions szould be re
lated to the addizional advartagss <o be

. desived.

b. It is 2iso recommended that the Califer=mia
State Coliege Trustees select & list of com-

41~
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Wmﬁh&mmmmmmm
that agreemenis De Segntiated to esshange
salary data in a form which will facilitats
mp&r&ou&.ﬁsoﬁ:&ccﬁcmm&m
seleet comparsole instutions, plus chasze-
tecistics of the {zseitutions selected, should
be included {3 zext Fear’s report

Specids proposals lor salary increases should
be sccompanied by comparisons of surrent
salary umounes and historie treads to com.
parabie imstitutions, The following gemeral
prineipies are cossidered to be important:

{o

(1) Selary dats should de separated ‘from

fringe besafit and-special benefit dsta
for purposss of seporting salaty com-
parisons,

+2) A consistent Jorm should be used Lom
year 0 Fesr W0 presant sslary data, A
suggestad Jorm might be to iflusirate 2

Sve-rear historis trend in average sal.

aries by using & line Zrspia for esch
mank Aa altermacive migkt be a table
which smply shows wiare California

ranked among comparzble fnstitusions

during the past fve yesrs.
The currens salary pogition might besy
bcmumudhvshnmalmotam-

bationa of Zacuity by rank or protmor
should be izeorporsted {n sz appendiz
acd any significant Umitstions in the
use of averages berween those parenisr

izstitutions in i given year siouid be .

goted. For szample, an 1nuscal propor.

don of facuity in the Righ ranix or the

low ranks woald adecr the comparability
. of the arithmetic mexns.

(3) Specisl dats to {Ilustrate & parcicslar
problem in any given year would
appropriate as long 23 it suppiemen
rather than replaces, basic salary data

4, Tnally, it it recommended that sslary data
. e reported in 2 Zorm by rank which compen-

sates Jor diderences in faemity distribudons. -

c Fﬂ"ﬂqQ Jenedn
L Findings : ‘ 2
a. The dednition of Xinge henedts generally

includes denedts available to all senity chat
have .3 collar cost 30 .the emaployer, Dezedts

2.

3.

and services in nod are considered o0 e
fringe benedts only if & casd payment option
_is available. Redrement and heaith insmr.
ance, by dednition, are the only two pro-
grams considersd as £iuge benedts by che
University of California azd. tie California
State Colleges.

b. Comparisors of iringe bepedts, when com.
parisons have been made at sil, have gener.
ally bess limited to the dollar coneriduticn
by the emplover and have not included anz
mﬂyﬂcf&lq&&q'eimbm:o:hn
exployee.

Recommendations
a It is recommended that inge begedt com.
' parisons of T7pe of becid? de incinded In
facnity salary =epors, but ecmpa::d DA~
rataly Som saiaiss. Suchk comparisons should
mmum@afmmazm

benefits as weil X5 the dollar cost to the

empioyer.

b. Proposals to inmereass specide iringe Yenedts

shouid be made separately Hom salsries in.
cinding separats cost estimgtes. .
Commants -

-

Separate proposais Zor {scresses in ssiaries and .

. fringe bezedts sionld Se made to minimize mis.

understanding abogt compeditive pcu:h!ns. Far
example, informadon submittad 30 the 1963 .

Lm:unbvmcfniﬂnitvctc is

suppore of 2 pmpoad salarr ineresie for 1963-

84, compared tocdl compensstion dats (sslaries
pius fringe benedity) mather thas salaries alone.
This reprort stated in pare: ‘‘Ia comparing sai-
avies, fringe benedts must be taksn into ac-

_ count. Salsry comparisons Setween the Unives.

sity aad other lostitations based oo saiary zlons
lock far more fawnrible than comparisons of
salaries plus benejits.’’ The least favorable com.
sarison was with iinge becefts, not salaries,
thus the report recommended 2 salary noresse
largely on the basis of 3 diference in iringe

" bepedts. Although it is leit that comparisong of

total compensation are appropriste inclusions iz
s faculty salary report, such dats should only
be in addition to rather than in place o sepa.
rate saalyses of the curreat competitive position
in salacies and fringe benedls, -

]

D. Totai Ccmpcntafcn ' : ;

L

Findicgs

a. Total compensation data consists of aTerage
salaries pins 2 doilar ameunt sepresenting
the employes’s cost of Iringe Denmedts

b. The Coordinating Couzmeil for EHigher Edu.
cation. :he University of California and the
Califoruis State Coilsges have in the pasp all

i
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Findings _ ‘
Thare are other fasuity privileges and economic
benesies which are classified a5 £ringe bene-

special privileges and bensfits could improwve.

mmﬁngmcmmn&m&cm&moi
comparable amounts in, salaries. For esample,

moving expensss ary 30t currently offersd by
thé state’ colleges but some allowsuce might

make the difarence of whether a young candi.

date from the East could aceept an sppoint-
mLIft.msw-pqofbeneﬂtnpropoud.xz must
inciude adequate controls.

F. Suppimnmy Incomg

1

Findings
s. The muitiple loyalties crested by pcrmmng
facuity to supplement their salaries by earn-
ing extrs income from various sources within
and outside his college or Univerxity is ree-
oguized as a prod R to insticntions
 of higher edneagion throughout the Tnited
States
b. There apparentiy/are proportionately more
_private comsmiting opporrunities ir Califor.

niz than © other sress of the nation. For
esampie, 51 percent of the federal research
defense contracts were concentrated in Cali-

. fornis during 1963-6&.
- ¢. The University of California has general poi-
- icies designed to insure that ourside activities
- do not interfere with University responsibili-
. ties If ourside sctivitiss interfere with Uni-
geaerilly maugt take & lesve of absence with-
ott pay untl such outside astivities are com.
pleted. These and other related University
policies were praised in & 1956 Carmegie-
" fagnesd stady Htled Umicersity Facm{y
cmmpmmpm g

a.mcmﬁngcmmmm
‘eation submitted excarpts from nationwide
studiey relating to the magmitude of cursice
activities. We have 2o way of determining
how the dats may reixts 20 Califormis, but if
the figures are reasomable, then it sppesrs
that probably s large percentage of isculty
have at least one source of extra income. .
Sourees of income were rgportad are follows:

Pereens of fooully
sarning gdditionai
Seurze B . noeme frem sowve
. Lactariag . . &9,
General writing : ss
Szmmer asd ctension teachiag -
Geveratnent coascitiag \ is
Texthook writing 18
Privetes coasuiting 2
Other prodemsicas) scvivides. 13

Seuree: CTniw 2 [+f Pokcwer and Peactices
fouree: Dnin srsity Fagulty asmu‘nv o s
of Mitnots Frems, Croans. 156

e. The United State Ofice of Educstior has
jus: compieted s nationwide sampie surver
of outside earnings of college faculsr Jor
1961-62. Although cdara has not been pub-.
lished yet. speciai permission has beex re.
ceived o report the following results whish
are quoted Jrom a lecter semt to the Lagis-
lative Analyst on December 3. 1964 from tne
stal of the Cahtorrm Scate Coilage Trussees:

OUTS%D! EARNINGS COF TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YIAR CONTRACTS (510 MONTHS)
The T. §. O@ce of Education bas just completed 2
natioowide sarves of dutside earnings b+ a sampling
of all sollege facuity setionwide for 196162, The se.

sults are as follows:
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& dversyge
1Perccns earnings
All with emtside earainge T4 $2.200
Sammer teaching - i 1300
Other summer (DDOYREST phi 1800
Octher teaching 13 . 900
Speeches 0 20
\.nmlm: L J— b P
Retirepent (indiriduals whe Agve recired who "
teach alsewhere after retiring) 1 3.400
. Resaarch v 1,500
Qcher prefetoinas] earmings. o~ 1 1300
Nea-prolessican! earnings '8 1.700

-'fhmzm:we:min;lbrtgehingﬁ!},dﬁd.

the percentage with outside sarnings are:

g - Awevage

: Percent murwings

Law (which we Jo 302 Save) % $5.800

Eagineiring ] 3200

Busisess amd Commerce. 3 2.900

., Physiesl Sciesces « 2,900

Agicniture [ =80
Bsychelogy 35 25

In light of the Joint Committee dn% D you migh

be interested in the following:

[ 4 vevege
- : Peroent srnings

Seciul Slesces %4 $L.9500
Fine Asts It} 1.800
Philowcphs T 1.%00
Raligion and Theelogy L] 1200

2. Recommendations : ' '

2. We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-

cil for Hisher Education, the University of -
California and the California State Coljeges
- cooperate in determining the extent to whick

- faculty members participate in exrra activi-
ties to supplement their nine-month sajaries
ineluding information as to wien extra ac-
tivities are usually performed (such as vacs-
tions. ste.). Such activities would include,
but not be limited to, lecturing, general verit.
ing. sumnier god extension tesching, goverxn.
ment comsulting, testhook writing, private
comsuiting, public service and foundstion
consulting. and other professional activities.
1f such & study suggests that the magnitude
of these activities is such that the perform.
auce of normal University and state coliege
responsibilities are perhaps being adverseiv
a¥ected, then consideration should Bepikcen

to the possibility of maintaining zore com.
plete and mesningtul records. Such records
wotld aid administrative ofcials and aca.
demic senstes when reviewing rscommenda.
tions for promotions apd salars inereases
and provide summary data for reporting to
the Leghhmn on these signifizant faculey
welfure items. Next rear’s faculry salasy re.
port of the Coordmgﬁng Council for Higher
Educatioa siould incorporate the résults of

- this study.

b. We also récommend t-h.lt esisting state cof-
lege policies and enforcement practices re-
garding estra employment be reviewed and
updated.

¢. Fipally, it is recommended that facnity i
ary reports keep the Legislature informed
about policies and practices -eltﬁng to estra
employment. '

. Comments

In our opinion, it wotld seem that any exwm
emplorment would affect the quality of per-
formance of Unmrsiw respongibilities since
tlty workweek is 54 hours. The time spent ‘on
sctivities for' extrs compensation (except dur-
ing the summer) would be on top of what the
facultr bas defined as their average workweek.
Beausc, in some insrances, it is difSenlt to de- -

termine whether. 2 given income-producing ac- °

. nvitv,suchuwnhngabook.ueongderedn.

normal TUniversily responsibility or an extra
sutivisy, distinctions betwreen normal and esta
acrivities need to be more cleariv defiged, .

Much of the outside compensation received
by facultr comes in the form of grauis made
directly to the Zfaculty member rathér then
throuzh the University or colleges. There is no

- reguler reporting of these grants or the per-

sonal compensation which ther provide to {ze-
ulty, and the colleges and Lmvemtv do 10t
consider the reporting of such ineome to be
feasible. It ruax bs desirable 1o encourage the
Congress to direet that grester pumber of
grants made by United States agencies for rs.:
search be made directlr to academic instity.
tions.

bl
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Senate Con urrent Resolution 51 1965 General Session, Relative to
Acadenﬁc Salaries’ andAWeuhre Benefits

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to
House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had
prepared and has adopclﬂf; raport of the Legislative Analyst con~-
taining findings and recommendations as to salaries and the general
economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of
‘the California institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The séudy of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee

found that the reporting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has

been made previously to the Legislature has been fragmentary and
has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the Legis-
lature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions
of higher learuning has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina-
ting Council for Higher Education, plus such supplemeatary informa-
tion as the University of California and the Califormia State . -

‘Colleges desire to furmish independently, containing cowprehensive

and consistently reported information as outlined specifically in
the report adapted by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include -
essentisl data on the size and cemposition of the faculty, the estab-
lishment of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculry
salaries, the nature apd cost of existing and desired fringe benefits,
the nature and extent of total.compemsaticn to the faculty, special
privileges and benefits, and a description and messurement cf sup-
plementary income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties
and iovolve cost implications to the state now, therefore, be it :

Resclved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assemblg
thereof concurring, That the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and the
Legislature pot later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare
benefits report containing the basic information reccmmended im the
teport of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the
President of the Senate and the Spesker of the Assembly, under date
of Marc¢h 22, 1965.
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CALIE‘GRNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION:- COMMISSIOX
\
* - 1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, Cahfarma*SSSM ‘ Telephone (916) 445-7933
e + A state agency created in 1974 to assure the effective utilization of pub c

postsecondary education resoux;ces, thereby eliminating waste and unnecessary
duphcatlon, and to. promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness. to
student and societal needs through statew1de planning and coe:dinatlon
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. Represermng the General 'Pyblic: : - o
_ Seth P. Brunher, Chairperson sSacramento 3 ’
- C. Thomas Dean’ | o ‘Long H@ach ‘
3 Seymour M. Farber. - B San Francisco:
: Patricia Gandara = - | Sacramento ~ .
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Stephex% P. Teale , Modesto :
Representing the! Regents of the Umversxty of California: p
/ Sheldon W.. Andelson o . Los Angeles i
’ Representing the Trustees of The Cahforma State Unjversity:
Claudia H. Hampten v ; L Los Angeles \
Representing the Board of - G&vernq%s of the Qahforma Commumty Colleges:
Peter M. anegan 1Y $an Francisco
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Representing the Indepen&ent California Coiieg&s and Umver‘smes
Jean M. Leonard R San Mateo
i Representing the Council for Private Postsecondary ‘Educaticnal Institutions:
Darlene M. Laval Fresno

.

Representmg the State Board of Education: ‘
Angie Papadakis " Rancho Palos Verdes
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Representing the Regents of the University of California:
Yori Wada San Francisco

Representmg the Trustees of The California State Un%erszty
Celia T. Ballesteros San Diego
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